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PROVIDING FOR A CONDITIONAL
ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE
AND THE HOUSE OF REPRESENT-
ATIVES

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
leader asked me to indicate the fol-
lowing: I send an adjournment resolu-
tion to the desk calling for a condi-
tional adjournment of the Senate until
April 12 and ask that the resolution be
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider
be laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 23) pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment or re-
cess of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair,
and I thank Senator LAUTENBERG.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution is agreed to.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 23) was agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That when the Sen-
ate recesses or adjourns at the close of busi-
ness on Thursday, March 25, 1999, Friday,
March 26, 1999, Saturday, March 27, 1999, or
Sunday, March 28, 1999, on a motion offered
pursuant to this concurrent resolution by its
Majority Leader or his designee, it stand re-
cessed or adjourned until noon on Monday,
April 12, 1999, or until such time on that day
as may be specified by its Majority Leader or
his designee in the motion to recess or ad-
journ, or until noon on the second day after
Members are notified to reassemble pursuant
to section 2 of this concurrent resolution,
whichever occurs first; and that when the
House adjourns on the legislative day of
Thursday, March 25, 1999, or Friday, March
26, 1999, on a motion offered pursuant to this
concurrent resolution by its Majority Leader
or his designee, it stand adjourned until 12:30
p.m. on Monday, April 12, 1999, for morning-
hour debate, or until noon on the second day
after Members are notified to reassemble
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent reso-
lution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Majority Leader of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader

Senate

of the Senate and the Minority Leader of the
House, shall notify the Members of the Sen-
ate and House, respectively, to reassemble
whenever, in their opinion, the public inter-
est shall warrant it.

————

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2000

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.
AMENDMENT NO. 212

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SANTORUM), proposes an amendment num-
bered 212, as previously reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 2 minutes equally divided.

The Senator from Pennsylvania is
recognized.

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr.
President.

First, I ask that Senator TORRICELLI
be added as cosponsor to the resolu-
tion.

Mr. President, this is an amendment
that is a sense of the Senate to extend
reauthorization for the Farm Preserva-
tion Program. Senator BOXER and I
were able to put in an amendment for
$35 billion for farmland preservation in
the Freedom to Farm bill 3 years ago.
That authorization of $35 billion was
supposed to last 5 years. It lasted 3.
There is no more money for this pro-
gram, and there is a tremendous need.
The backlog of applications is im-
mense. Nineteen States have partici-
pated in this. We have saved over
123,000 acres of farmland.

We have so much debate about urban
sprawl. This is an amendment to do
something in a responsible way by pre-
serving farmland and preserving agri-
culture communities that are under
stress from urban sprawl and develop-
ment.

I hope we will have a resounding fa-
vorable vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
commend the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania for offering this amendment.

We are ready to accept it here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr.
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN),
was necessarily absent. I further an-
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. LUGAR), was absent because of a
death in the family.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 97,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 68 Leg.]

President, I

YEAS—97
Abraham Conrad Hagel
Akaka Coverdell Harkin
Allard Craig Hatch
Ashcroft Crapo Helms
Baucus Daschle Hollings
Bayh DeWine Hutchinson
Bennett Dodd Hutchison
Biden Domenici Inhofe
Bingaman Dorgan Inouye
Bond Durbin Jeffords
Boxer Edwards Johnson
Breaux Enzi Kennedy
Brownback Feingold Kerrey
Bryan Feinstein Kerry
Bunning Fitzgerald Kohl
Burns Frist Landrieu
Byrd Gorton Lautenberg
Campbell Graham Leahy
Chafee Gramm Levin
Cleland Grams Lieberman
Cochran Grassley Lincoln
Collins Gregg Lott

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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Mack Rockefeller Stevens
McConnell Roth Thomas
Mikulski Santorum Thompson
Moynihan Sarbanes Thurmond
Murkowski Schumer Torricelli
Murray Sessions Voinovich
Nickles Shelby Warner
Reed Smith (NH) Wellst:
Reid Smith (OR) Wodon
Robb Snowe ¥
Roberts Specter
NAYS—1
Kyl
NOT VOTING—2
Lugar McCain

The amendment (No. 212) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 162

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are now 2 minutes equally divided.

The Senate will be in order.

The Senator from Rhode Island is
recognized.

Mr. REED. I thank the Chair.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Could we have
order, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is still not in order.

The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. I thank the Chair.

Among the first casualties of this
proposed budget will be the cities and
rural communities of America. This
budget would cut upwards to 78 percent
of money devoted to community and
regional development over the next 10
years.

My amendment is very straight-
forward. It would restore $88.7 billion
over 10 years to bring up funding to the
level proposed by the President. It
would do so by taking a small portion
of the projected tax cuts that are in-
cluded in this budget. Without my
amendment, we will see extreme reduc-
tions in community development block
grants, the Economic Development Ad-
ministration, the lead paint abatement
program, the brownfields program,
those programs that are essential to
the cities and rural areas of this coun-
try.

We cannot abandon these commu-
nities. In fact, we cannot throw them,
as this budget would, into financial
chaos as they try to make up the dif-
ference with the property tax. The
irony here is that these tax cuts in the
budget will mean tax increases for
many communities. It is supported by
the U.S. Conference of Mayors and the
National League of Cities. I hope Sen-
ators will support this measure and not
abandon the cities and rural commu-
nities of America.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do
not think I am going to argue the sub-
stance, other than to say this amend-
ment increases taxes by $64 billion.
This amendment increases taxes by $64
billion, relative to the committee bill
before us. It suggests it be spent for
community and regional development.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Frankly, it would not have to be. The
appropriators have their own judg-
ment. They can do what they want
with it. Essentially, I do not believe we
ought to be raising taxes to pay for
programs like this.

In addition, this is not germane and
is subject to a point of order, which I
now make under the Budget Act. It
would exceed the caps that we have
agreed to and that are written into
statutory law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I move to
waive the budget point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote
now occurs on the motion to waive the
budget point of order.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question occurs on
agreeing to the motion to waive the
Budget Act. The yeas and nays have
been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCcCAIN), is nec-
essarily absent.

The yeas an nays resulted—yeas 49,
nays 50, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 69 Leg.]

YEAS—49

Akaka Edwards Lieberman
Baucus Feingold Lincoln
Bayh Feinstein Mikulski
Biden Graham Moynihan
Bingaman Harkin Murray
Boxer Hollings Reed
greaux }In??yg Reid

ryan effords Robb
Byrd Johnson Rockefeller
Chafee Kennedy Sarbanes
Cleland Kerrey Sch
Collins Kerry chumer
Conrad Kohl Snowe .
Daschle Landrieu Torricelli
Dodd Lautenberg Wellstone
Dorgan Leahy Wyden
Durbin Levin

NAYS—50
Abraham Frist Murkowski
Allard Gorton Nickles
Ashcroft Gramm Roberts
Bennett Grams Roth
Bond Grassley Santorum
Brownback Gregg Sessions
Bums Haton Shelby
Smith (NH
Campbell Helms Sﬁith EOR;
Cochran Hutchinson Spect
Coverdell Hutchison Sfec er
Craig Inhofe evens
Crapo Kyl Thomas
DeWine Lott Thompson
Domenici Lugar Thurmond
Enzi Mack Voinovich
Fitzgerald McConnell Warner
NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 49 and the nays are
50. Three-fifths of the Senators duly
chosen and sworn not having voted in
the affirmative, the motion is not
agreed to. The point of order is sus-
tained, and the amendment falls.
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AMENDMENT NO. 146

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I remind Senators we
have 10 minutes on the next vote. We
intend to have regular order so we can
finish at a reasonable time. Ten min-
utes is what we are allowed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho, Mr. CRAIG, is recog-
nized for 1 minute.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska, Senator KERREY,
and I have joined together in our effort
to control the overall growth of gov-
ernment. We are asking that the Sen-
ate apply a 60-vote requirement to any
new entitlement program—not new
spending in existing entitlement pro-
grams, but new entitlement pro-
grams—exactly as we treat any growth
in discretionary spending. It would
take a 60-vote point of order for us to
add new entitlement programs and
spend new money.

I think it is a requirement that this
Senate should have. Last year, 54 Sen-
ators voted for it. It is bipartisan in its
character to control the overall growth
of government. We think it is appro-
priate that it be spent that way.

I retain the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
am opposing this amendment. It would
prohibit using revenues to offset new
mandatory spending and instead re-
quire all new spending to be offset with
other mandatory cuts. It would give
special protection to special interest
tax loopholes at the expense of pro-
grams like Social Security or Medi-
care.

I understand the Senator said ‘‘new
programs.” It would prevent us from
using the onbudget surplus for pre-
scription drugs, new benefits, or any
new mandatory spending. The
onbudget surplus could be used only for
tax breaks.

Also, the amendment would prevent
us from using the user fees, such as gas
tax, to pay for new highways. If we are
looking for a way to pay for a new ben-
efit, why would we say that cutting So-
cial Security is OK but closing a waste-
ful tax loophole is not? Why would we
say that cutting Medicare is OK but
eliminating a corporate tax subsidy is
not?

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment, Mr. President, and I make
the budget point of order. I think this
is not germane.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order has already been made.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, how much
time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. CRAIG. I ask Senators to vote
for the waiving of the budget point of
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to waive the Budget Act in relation to
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the Craig amendment No. 146. The yeas
and nays have been ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] is
necessarily absent.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 52,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 70 Leg.]

YEAS—52

Abraham Frist Murkowski
Allard Gorton Nickles
Ashcroft Gramm Robb
Bennett Grams Roberts
Bond Grassley Roth
Brownback Gregg Santorum
Bunning Hagel Sessions
Burns Hatch
Campbell Helms ghellby

. mith (NH)
Cochran Hutchinson X
Collins Hutchison Smith (OR)
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Kerrey Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Voinovich
Enzi Mack Warner
Fitzgerald McConnell

NAYS—47
Akaka Edwards Lieberman
Baucus Feingold Lincoln
Bayh Feinstein Mikulski
Biden Graham Moynihan
Bingaman Harkin Murray
Boxer Hollings Reed
greaux 311?;2513 Reid
ryan effords
Byrd Johnson Ishockefeller
arbanes
Chafee Kennedy Schumer
Cleland Kerry
Conrad Kohl Snowe
Daschle Landrieu Specter
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli
Dorgan Leahy Wellstone
Durbin Levin Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 52, the nays are 47.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is not agreed
to, the point of order is sustained, and
the amendment falls.

AMENDMENT NO. 175

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
California, Mrs. BOXER, is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I want
to thank the chairman of the com-
mittee and my ranking member for
agreeing to this. Of course, Senator
LAUTENBERG was very supportive in
committee, and Senator DOMENICI to-
night has said he will go along with
this amendment.

It is very simple and clear. It says if
there should be a tax cut, we want to
see the substantial benefit go to the
first 90 percent of wage earners, rather
than the top 10 percent.

I think this is good for the people of
the country.

I want to thank, again, Senator
DOMENICI and Senator LAUTENBERG.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, there
will be no rollcall vote on this amend-
ment. I agree to accept it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.
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The amendment (No. 175) was agreed
to.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the next amend-
ment is offered by the Senator from
Ohio, Mr. VOINOVICH.

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator would
yield for some housekeeping, we are
having a degree of success with the list
of amendments. If your name is not on
this list, then it means you are insist-
ing on a rollcall vote. That means
there are still about 15 or 20 of you we
are looking for to sit down and talk, so
we will not have to have so many roll-
call votes. These are all generous Sen-
ators on this list. They have decided—
and the other side has agreed—to ac-
cept them. We will do that right now,
en bloc.

So that Members might be thinking
about this, maybe we ought to find a
new way to take care of sense-of-the-
Senate amendments that show up on a
budget resolution. I had an idea that
maybe we should change the law and
have a second budget resolution after
we have done the real one, and anybody
that has a sense of the Senate can offer
them to the second budget bill and ask
the leader to set this up in a recess pe-
riod, and people can file these. When
we return from the recess, we will vote
on them en bloc.

I think that would be an excellent so-
lution. The leader and I will be talking
about it soon.

In the meantime, we thank you for
great cooperation.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.

Mr. REID. It is my understanding,
having spoken to you and the Demo-
cratic manager and the two leaders, we
will try to wrap this thing up tonight;
is that true?

Mr. DOMENICI. If we get this kind of
cooperation, we can do it; if we don’t
get cooperation, a few Senators will
keep us over until tomorrow.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Late at night,
too.

Mr. REID. I say to the Senators on
the list that the Democratic and Re-
publican staff worked on that and it
still might require votes. We have had
great cooperation and a number of
amendments have already dropped off.

AMENDMENT NO. 225, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send
a modification to the desk of amend-
ment No. 225 from Senator SHELBY.
This modification has been approved by
the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendment (No. 225), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION FIREWALLS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
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(1) domestic firewalls greatly limit funding
flexibility as Congress manages budget prior-
ities in a fiscally constrained budget:

(2) domestic firewalls inhibit congressional
oversight of programs and organizations
under such protections:

(3) domestic firewalls mask mandatory
spending under the guise of discretionary
spending, thereby presenting a distorted pic-
ture of overall discretionary spending;

(4) domestic firewalls impede the ability of
Congress to react to changing circumstances
or to fund other equally important pro-
grams;

(56) the Congress implemented ‘‘domestic
discretionary budget firewalls’ for approxi-
mately 70 percent of function 400 spending in
the 105th Congress;

(6) if the aviation firewall proposal circu-
lating in the House of Representatives were
to be enacted, firewalled spread would exceed
100 percent of total function 400 spending
called for under this resolution; and

(7) if the aviation firewall proposal circu-
lating in the House of Representatives were
to be enacted, drug interdiction activities by
the Coast Guard, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration activities, rail safety
inspections, Federal support of Amtrak, all
National Transportation Safety Board ac-
tivities, Pipeline and Hazardous materials
safety programs, and Coast Guard search and
rescue activities would be drastically cut or
eliminated.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that no additional firewalls
should be enacted for function 400 transpor-
tation activities.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—
AMENDMENTS AGREED TO EN BLOC

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
following amendments have been
cleared on both sides: Shelby, 209; Ses-
sions, 210; Santorum, 211; Roberts, 216;
Gorton, 215; Specter, 220; Jeffords, 222;
Shelby, 225, as modified; 226, Enzi; Col-
lins, 229; Chafee, 237; Specter, 219; Fitz-
gerald, 217; and Jeffords, 221.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
our amendments that have been
cleared which we can consider en bloc,
are as follows: 197, Lieberman; 186, Dur-
bin; 187, Durbin; 188, Dorgan; 189, Dor-
gan; 199, Bingaman; 191, Torricelli; 244,
Moynihan; 169, Feinstein.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 209, 210, 211,
216, 215, 220, 222, 225, as modified; 226,
229, 237, 219, 217, 221, 197, 186, 187, 188,
189, 199, 191, 244, 169) were agreed to, en
bloc.

AMENDMENT NOS. 234, 239, 235, 241 AND 193

WITHDRAWN
Mr. DOMENICI. The following
amendments, and I am very appre-

ciative of this, have been withdrawn:
234, 239, 235, 241 and 193.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments are withdrawn.

The amendments (Nos. 234, 239, 235,
241 and 193) were withdrawn.

Mr. DOMENICI. We have only 13
amendments remaining on our side. I
hope Members or their staffs will
please sit down with our staff and see if
we can resolve some of these and give
us some idea whether we can finish to-
night. I very much appreciate it.

Thank you for yielding, Senator. I
am sorry for using your time.
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AMENDMENT NO. 161

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio, Mr. VOINOVICH.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. VOINOVICH]
proposes an amendment numbered 161, as
previously offered.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, first,
I want to commend the distinguished
Chairman of the Budget Committee for
offering a budget resolution that stays
within the spending caps and—for the
first time—protects Social Security
surpluses.

I also want to thank him for setting
aside $131 billion in what I like to call
a ‘‘rainy day fund.” This money can be
used for possible contingencies in
Medicare or agriculture, emergency
spending, or debt reduction.

I respect the view of my colleagues
who want to use on-budget surpluses to
give the American people a tax cut.
But before we give a tax cut, I believe
we should pay down our massive na-
tional debt first.

My amendment would take out the
tax cuts in the budget resolution and
use that money to pay down the debt.

If my amendment is adopted, and if
the projected surpluses materialize,
then we will slash the publicly-held
debt from $3.6 trillion today to $960 bil-
lion in 2009.

Paying down the debt is the right
thing to do—it will reduce our net in-
terest payments, expand the economy,
lower interest rates for families, and
reduce the need for future tax in-
creases.

Has there been a request for the yeas
and nays on this?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
think the distinguished Senator from
Ohio knows of the great respect I have
for him. Over the years, I have worked
with him when he was Governor. But I
just can’t agree with this amendment,
and I hope the Senate doesn’t.

This amendment says that the Amer-
ican taxpayer deserves no tax relief
and, yet, we can spend the money that
is in surplus, but we can’t give the
American people any tax relief. This
strikes the entire tax relief program
that we have planned in this budget
resolution. We have heard some say
that we should have only half. We have
heard others say we should only have
two-thirds of it. This one says none.
While in the budget we spend money
for Medicare, we spend money out of
the surplus for other programs. But
now it is being said that we cannot
spend any of it on tax cuts. I don’t be-
lieve this is good policy, and I don’t
think that is where we ought to end up
this year. We will spend and spend and
spend that surplus, and there won’t be
any left for the American people in the
not-too-distant future.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, is
there any time left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to table the amendment and ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion to table the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. McCAIN) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 67,
nays 32, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 71 Leg.]

YEAS—67

Abraham Fitzgerald Mikulski
Allard Frist Murkowski
Ashcroft Gorton Nickles
Bayh Gramm Reed
Bennett Grams Roberts
Biden Grassley Roth
Bingaman Gregg Santorum
Bond Hagel
Breaux Hatch 222;?$;
Brownback Helms Shelb
Bryan Hutchinson ey

X : Smith (NH)
Bunning Hutchison X
Campbell Inhofe Smith (OR)
Cleland Johnson Snowe
Cochran Kerrey Stevens
Collins Kerry Thomas
Coverdell Kyl Thompson
Craig Landrieu Thurmond
Crapo Lincoln Torricelli
DeWine Lott Warner
Domenici Lugar Wellstone
Edwards Mack Wyden
Enzi McConnell

NAYS—32
Akaka Feingold Levin
Baucus Feinstein Lieberman
Boxer Graham Moynihan
Burns Harkin Murray
Byrd Hollings Reid
Chafee Inouye Robb
Dasehle Kennod: Rockefeller
y
Dodd Kohl Sarbanes
pecter
Dorgan Lautenberg Voinovich
Durbin Leahy
NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 161) was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a second?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT—AMENDMENT
NOS. 173 AND 218

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator MURRAY’S
amendment numbered 173 has dis-
appeared, and No. 218 by Senator
HELMS has been withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Mexico make a
unanimous consent request with re-
spect to those amendments?

Mr. DOMENICI. No. 173 must be
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is agreed to.

The other amendment is withdrawn.

The amendment (No. 173) is agreed
to.
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The amendment (No. 218) was with-
drawn.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

AMENDMENT NO. 192

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in the
budget there is $778 billion for 10 years
for the reduction in taxes. The amend-
ment offered by myself and Senator
DopDp is very simple. Effectively, it
takes $1566 billion of that, first, to fully
fund IDEA; to fully fund the smaller
classrooms; and to take the remaining
funds, which is $43 billion that can be
used for afterschool programs, for tech-
nology, for Pell grants, for Work-Study
Programs, and for other education pro-
grams.

Effectively, we are saying this is the
best opportunity that we have had in a
generation to continue a partnership
between local, State and the Federal
Government in the areas of education.
We have a real opportunity to do so.
We believe that we can still leave 80
percent of the tax cut. We are taking 20
percent of the tax cut to fully fund
IDEA, to meet our commitments, and
to also fully fund the smaller class-
room.

This is supported by school board as-
sociations, the school administrators,
parent/teachers, the disability rights,
the Consortium of Citizens with Dis-
abilities, and the Federation of Chil-
dren with Special Needs. It is sup-
ported by all of those groups in the
best interests of the future of our coun-
try. I hope it is accepted.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
1 minute. I yield 40 seconds to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, and I will
take the other 20 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico will suspend.

The Senator from New Mexico has
yielded time.

To whom does the Senator yield his
time?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield to Senator
JUDD GREGG of New Hampshire 40 sec-
onds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, essen-
tially, no one in this Senate has
worked harder—many have worked as
hard, but I think I have worked as hard
as anyone else to try to get funding for
IDEA programs. What this amendment
is essentially is a ‘‘don’t worry, be
happy’”’ amendment. It is an amend-
ment which doesn’t address the under-
lying problem, which is that this Con-
gress and, unfortunately, some people
on the other side of the aisle in this
Congress are not willing to set prior-
ities in the area of education.

We have in the law, on the books a
law that says we should fund IDEA.
The only people who have been trying
to do that have been on this side of the
aisle. In the last 3 years, we have in-
creased funding for IDEA by 85 percent
from this side of the aisle. In the
DOMENICI budget, we have increased it
by another $2.5 billion.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. GREGG. Let’s do it the right
way. Let’s do it the way it is done in
this budget.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
been telling you all, Democrat and Re-
publican alike, that what is going to
happen with this surplus is we are
going to spend it all. I have made a pre-
liminary analysis of this week’s Demo-
cratic amendments that use the sur-
plus. They have now used $430 billion of
the surplus for new programs. This one
is in this 430. Some others aren’t. I
merely ask that we not do this and
save some of the money for the Amer-
ican taxpayers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
table.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to table and
ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. KENNEDY. Yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays are ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the amendment.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. McCCAIN) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 72 Leg.]

YEAS—54
Abraham Fitzgerald McConnell
Allard Frist Murkowski
Ashcroft Gorton Nickles
Bennett Gramm Roberts
Bond Grams Roth
Brownback Grassley Santorum
Bunning Gregg Sessions
Burns Hagel Shelby
Campbell Hatch Smith (NH)
Chafee Helms Smith (OR)
Cochran Hutchinson Snowe
Collins Hutchison Specter
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Jeffords Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Voinovich
Enzi Mack Warner

NAYS—45
Akaka Edwards Levin
Baucus Feingold Lieberman
Bayh Feinstein Lincoln
Biden Graham Mikulski
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan
Boxer Hollings Murray
Breaux Inouye Reed
Bryan Johnson Reid
Byrd Kennedy Robb
Cleland Kerrey Rockefeller
Conrad Kerry Sarbanes
Daschle Kohl Schumer
Dodd Landrieu Torricelli
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone
Durbin Leahy Wyden
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NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 192) was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. F11Z-
GERALD). The Senator from New Mex-
ico.

AMENDMENT NO. 219, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
have heretofore adopted a Specter
amendment. We should have sent a
modification to the desk to Amend-
ment No. 219. T send the modification
to the desk and ask the amendment,
which was adopted, be so modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 219), previously
agreed to, as modified is as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

FUNDING FOR INTENSIVE FIREARMS
PROSECUTION PROGRAMS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) gun violence in America, while declin-
ing somewhat in recent years, is still unac-
ceptably high;

(2) keeping firearms out of the hands of
criminals can dramatically reduce gun vio-
lence in America;

(3) States and localities often do not have
the investigative or prosecutorial resources
to locate and convict individuals who violate
their firearm laws. Even when they do win
convictions, states and localities often lack
the jail space to hold such convicts for their
full prison terms;

(4) there are a number of federal laws on
the books which are designed to keep fire-
arms out of the hands of criminals. These
laws impose mandatory minimum sentences
upon individuals who use firearms to commit
crimes of violence and convicted felons
caught in possession of a firearm;

(5) the federal government does have the
resources to investigate and prosecute viola-
tions of these federal firearms laws. The fed-
eral government also has enough jail space
to hold individuals for the length of their
mandatory minimum sentences;

(6) an effort to aggressively and consist-
ently apply these federal firearms laws in
Richmond, Virginia, has cut violent crime in
that city. This program, called Project Exile,
has produced 288 indictments during its first
two years of operation and has been credited
with contributing to a 15% decrease in vio-
lent crimes in Richmond during the same pe-
riod. In the first three-quarters of 1998, homi-
cides with a firearm in Richmond were down
55% compared to 1997;

(7) the Fiscal Year 1999 Commerce-State-
Justice Appropriations act provided $1.5 mil-
lion to hire additional federal prosecutors
and investigators to enforce federal firearms
laws in Philadelphia. The Philadelphia
project—called Operation Cease Fire—start-
ed on January 1, 1999. Since it began, the
project has resulted in 31 indictments of 52
defendants on firearms violations. The
project has benefited from help from the
Philadelphia Police Department and the Bu-
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms which
was not paid for out of the $1.5 million grant;

(8) In 1993, the office of the U.S. Attorney
for the Western District of New York teamed
up with the Monroe County District Attor-
ney’s Office, the Monroe County Sheriff’s De-
partment, the Rochester Police Department,
and others to form a Violent Crimes Task
Force. In 1997, the Task Force created an Il-
legal Firearms Suppression Unit, whose mis-
sion is to use prosecutorial discretion to
bring firearms cases in the judicial forum
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where penalties for gun violations would be
the strictest. The Suppression Unit has been
involved in three major prosecutions of
interstate gun-purchasing activities and cur-
rently has 30 to 40 open single-defendant fel-
ony gun cases;

(9) Senator Hatch has introduced legisla-
tion to authorize Project CUFF, a federal
firearms prosecution program;

(10) the Administration has requested $5
million to conduct intensive firearms pros-
ecution projects on a national level;

(11) given that at least $1.5 million is need-
ed to run an effective program in one Amer-
ican city—Philadelphia—$5 million is far
from enough funding to conduct such pro-
grams nationally.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that Function 750 in the budget
resolution assumes that $50,000,000 will be
provided in fiscal year 2000 to conduct inten-
sive firearms prosecution projects to combat
violence in the twenty-five American cities
with the highest crime rates.

AMENDMENT NO. 224

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
have an Ashcroft amendment, amend-
ment No. 224, which is ready to be ac-
cepted. The Democratic leader accepts
it also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 224) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 163

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, this
amendment is a very straightforward
amendment. It seeks to deal with the
excess surplus we expect to be pro-
jected this July. We are now working
on a budget that will be saving Social
Security, for tax relief, and for the nec-
essary investments we must make in
our military, education, Medicare, and
other needed programs the Federal
Government must pay attention to.

After this budget is put together and
we have made those adjustments, we
expect the July reports will say we
have an even larger surplus than is now
expected.

This amendment says, if a larger sur-
plus develops, that surplus should be
set aside in a lockbox for either tax re-
lief or debt retirement. It is very
straightforward, to say after we have
met the needs in negotiating this budg-
et, we then apply any future increases
in the surplus to debt retirement or tax
relief.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the Crapo amend-
ment. As the Senator said, it creates a
reserve fund to lock in any additional
onbudget surplus in the outyears to be
used exclusively for tax breaks and
debt reduction.

Mr. President, Democrats welcome
the opportunity to lock away a portion
of the surplus for debt reduction. We
have offered amendments that would
do just that. But this amendment
would limit the use of future surpluses
to debt reduction or tax breaks only.

So I have to ask a question here. Why
is it all right to set aside the surplus to
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create a new special interest tax loop-
hole, but not OK to use the surplus for
an increase in military pay?

Why is it OK to set aside the surplus
to give more tax breaks to the well off
but not OK to use the surplus to hire
more teachers and reduce class size?

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is not in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. Will the Senators
take their conferences off the floor.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It would be nice
to have order.

Mr. President, this amendment is not
about fiscal responsibility. It is not
about saving Social Security or Medi-
care. It is about setting aside the sur-
plus to give tax breaks to a select few,
including the wealthiest among us. I
hope my colleagues will oppose this
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 165

Mr. KOHL. I would like to take a mo-
ment to explain my opposition to the
amendment by the gentleman from
Idaho, Senator CRAPO. This amendment
would set aside all on-budget surpluses
above those estimated in the Repub-
lican Budget Resolution. These funds
would then be used for either tax cuts
or debt reduction. While I agree with
his goals of reducing taxes and elimi-
nating the debt, I believe that this is
the wrong way to go about it.

I am committed to reserving 77 per-
cent of the total, unified, surplus to in-
crease the solvency of Medicare and
Social Security. I do not believe that
we should bind ourselves to the esti-
mates of surpluses in this bill. If higher
than anticipated surpluses come into
the Treasury then I believe that we
should still put 77 percent of those new,
unexpected funds into the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare programs.

The Democratic plan leaves 23 per-
cent of the unified surplus for tax cuts,
debt reduction and domestic priorities.
This leaves room for a tax cut regard-
less of future surpluses, and is not de-
pendent on the estimates in this bill.
Committing ourselves to reserving 77
percent of the unified surplus for Medi-
care and Social Security will keep
these programs solvent longer than the
proposal from the Senator for Idaho,
and therefore I cannot support his
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to waive the point of order. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is
necessarily absent.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 42,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 73 Leg.}

YEAS—42
Abraham Burns DeWine
Allard Campbell Enzi
Ashcroft Cochran Fitzgerald
Bennett Coverdell Frist
Brownback Craig Gramm
Bunning Crapo Grams
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Fiscal year 2005: $1,666,843,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,698,902,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,754,567,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,815,739,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $1,875,969,000,000.

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the
enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:

$1,408,292,000,000.
$1,435,931,000,000.
$1,455,992,000,000.
$1,532,014,000,000.
$1,583,070,000,000.
$1,639,428,000,000.
$1,667,958,000,000.
$1,717,688,000,000.
$1,782,597,000,000.
$1,842,697,000,000.

Grassley Kyl Sessions
Gregg Lott Shelby
Hagel Mack Smith NH
Hatch McConnell Thomas
Helms Murkowski Thompson
Hutchinson Nickles Thurmond
Hutchison Roth Voinovich
Inhofe Santorum Warner
NAYS—57
Akaka Edwards Lincoln
Baucus Feingold Lugar
Bayh Feinstein Mikulski
Biden Gorton Moynihan
Bingaman Graham Murray
Bond Harkin Reed
Boxer Hollings Reid
Breaux Inouye Robb
Bryan Jeffords Roberts
Byrd Johnson Rockefeller
Chafee Kennedy Sarbanes
Cleland Kerrey Schumer
Collins Kerry Smith OR
Conrad Kohl Snowe
Daschle Landrieu Specter
Dodd Lautenberg Stevens
Domenici Leahy Torricelli
Dorgan Levin Wellstone
Durbin Lieberman Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 42, the nays are 57.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained and the
amendment falls.

The Senator from Connecticut has 1
minute.

AMENDMENT NO. 160, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send a
modification of my amendment to the
desk and ask unanimous consent for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 3, strike beginning with line 5
through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:

$1,401,979,000,000.
$1,435,931,000,000.
$1,455,992,000,000.
$1,532,014,000,000.
$1,585,969,000,000.
$1,649,259,000,000.
$1,682,788,000,000.
$1,737,451,000,000.
$1,807,417,000,000.
$1,870,513,000,000.

$0.
—$6,716,000,000.
—$52,284,000,000.
—$31,305,000,000.
—$48,180,000,000.
—$61,637,000,000.
—$107,925,000,000.
—$133,949,000,000.
—$148,792,000,000.
—$175,197,000,000.

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes
of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000
Fiscal year 2001
Fiscal year 2002
Fiscal year 2003
Fiscal year 2004

: $1,426,931,000,000.
: $1,457,294,000,000.
: $1,488,477,000,000.
: $1,561,513,000,000.
: $1,613,278,000,000.

On page 28, strike beginning with line 13
through page 31, line 19, and insert the fol-
lowing:

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $244,390,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $248,088,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $251,873,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $257,750,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $264,620,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $267,411,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $277,386,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $277,175,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $286,576,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $286,388,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $298,942,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $299,128,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $305,655,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $305,943,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $312,047,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $312,753,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $325,315,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $326,666,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $335,562,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $337,102,000,000.

On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and in-
sert the following:

(1) to reduce revenues by not more than $0
in fiscal year 2000, $138,485,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and
$765,985,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
2000 through 2009; and

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as I under-
stand it, I have the right to modify my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It takes
unanimous consent, which has been
granted.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this modi-
fication reduces the amount from $7.5
billion over 5 years to $56 billion on a
child care block grant amendment. It
is very simple. It is designed to help
working families. The amendment in-
creases the mandatory spending by $5
billion over 5 years. The offset comes
from a reduction of the $800 billion tax
bill by that amount.

This amendment also asserts in non-
binding language that if child care tax
credits are expanded in future legisla-
tion, that they would be for stay-at-
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home parents as well as working par-
ents, and that there would be a tax
refundability so the poorer families
would be able to take advantage of it.

The reason why this amendment on
this concurrent resolution is so impor-
tant is that if we do not provide addi-
tionally to the child care needs in the
budget resolution, then there is no
other opportunity for us to do it in the
106th Congress.

So this modest amount over 5 years,
given the huge waiting lists that exist,
the difficulty that working families
have in meeting these costs, and pro-
viding that incentive as well for stay-
at-home parents so they can get the
benefit of it, I think justifies the adop-
tion of it.

I am delighted to have as my cospon-
sors, Senator JEFFORDS of Vermont,
Senator REED of Rhode Island, and oth-
ers. I thank some of my Republican
colleagues on the other side for their
indication of support for this amend-
ment as well.

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the
amendment. I think it is a good one. I
think it will help working families and
their children get good and decent
child care.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
know how interested my friend from
Connecticut is in this, and that he has
lowered the amount. But I really think
that we ought to stick with the format
that we have been following here, and
we ought not start taking money out of
the tax cut to put into new programs.

I yield back my time and move to
table the amendment.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment, as
modified. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
McCAIN), and the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SESSIONS), are necessarily
absent.

The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 74 Leg.]

YEAS—40
Allard Enzi Lott
Ashcroft Fitzgerald Lugar
Bennett Gorton Mack
Bond Gramm McConnell
Brownback Grams Murkowski
Bunning Grassley Nickles
Burns Gregg Roth
Cochran Hagel .
Coverdell Helms gilelﬁ?;um
Craig Hutchison Smith (NH)
Crapo Inhofe
Domenici Kyl
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Smith (OR) Thomas Thurmond
Stevens Thompson Voinovich
NAYS—57
Abraham Durbin Levin
Akaka Edwards Lieberman
Baucus Feingold Lincoln
Bayh Feinstein Mikulski
Biden Frist Moynihan
Bingaman Graham Murray
Boxer Harkin Reed
Breaux Hatch Reid
Bryan Hollings Robb
Byrd Inouye Roberts
Campbell Jeffords Rockefeller
Chafee Johnson Sarbanes
Cleland Kennedy Schumer
Collins Kerrey Snowe
Conrad Kerry Specter
Daschle Kohl Torricelli
DeWine Landrieu Warner
Dodd Lautenberg Wellstone
Dorgan Leahy Wyden
NOT VOTING—3
Hutchinson McCain Sessions
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 160), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I apologize
to my colleagues for that vote being
open as long as it was. We can’t do that
anymore if we are going to have any
hope of finishing this.

I would like to ask all Senators to
stay in the Chamber. We have reached
an hour where I don’t think it would be
necessary to go back to your office or
go to receptions. We still have a num-
ber of amendments that are pending. I
know the whip is working those
amendments on the Democratic side.
We are working them over here.

I ask unanimous consent that for the
next block of amendments—I think
there are five of them in this block—
the time for the votes be 6 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. There will need to be the
2 minutes equally divided between the
amendments. If the Senators will stay
in the Chamber, we can clear a number
of amendments. Hopefully, we can
move through this quickly. We will see
if there is any chance to wrap this up
tonight. We will not hold the votes
open on this next block of votes.

Mr. REID. Mr. Leader, is there any
requirement that the clerk read back
every vote? That would save consider-
able time. Is there any need for that?

Mr. LOTT. Does the Senator mean
the results of the vote?

Mr. REID. What happens is, midway
through the votes they go over who
voted for and against. Is there some re-
quirement for that to be necessary?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, that has
been done since the beginning of time.
(Laughter.)
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Mr. LAUTENBERG. That takes care
of that.

Mr. LEAHY. I think it is going to
continue, Mr. President.

Mr. BYRD. By unanimous consent—
may I say with great respect to the
Senate—by unanimous consent you can
avoid the recapitulation, if you want to
do that.

Mr. LOTT. Rather than changing the
precedent, Mr. President, let me work
with the leadership on both sides to see
if we can’t in some way expedite this as
quickly as possible, maybe without
calling the names. We will work on
that.

Mr. BYRD. Will the majority leader
yield to me?

Mr. LOTT. Yes.

Mr. BYRD. I will tell you how the
leader can stop me from keeping every-
body else here waiting. He can tell
them up there to call the roll, and an-
nounce the results. And if he catches
me off the floor once, I will take my
lumps. I ought to be here, and not keep
everybody else waiting. I have a wife
who is 81 years old. I am 81 years old.
She is there waiting on me. I am here.
I think Senators ought to have a little
compassion and respect for one an-
other. If the leader will just teach us
one time, for those who are not here
when that announcement is made, they
are going to show up as absent, that
will break Senators from imposing on
other Senators by being late for votes.

Mr. LOTT. We just did that. Two
Senators just missed that last vote.

Stay in the Chamber. We are calling
those votes after 6 minutes. Stay on
the floor so we can begin the debate
and voting.

AMENDMENT NO. 213, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
have had a little bit of success in get-
ting rid of some other amendments.

Amendment No. 213 needs a modifica-
tion. Then it is ready. This has been
approved on the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 213), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. XX. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

SUPPORT FOR STATE AND LOCAL
LAW ENFORCEMENT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) as national crime rates are beginning to
fall as a result of State and local efforts,
with Federal support, it is important for the
Federal Government to continue its support
for State and local law enforcement;

(2) Federal support is crucial to the provi-
sion of critical crime fighting programs;

(3) Federal support is also essential to the
provision of critical crime fighting services
and the effective administration of justice in
the States, such as State and local crime
laboratories and medical examiners’ offices;

(4) Current needs exceed the capacity of
State and local crime laboratories to process
their forensic examinations, resulting in tre-
mendous backlogs that prevent the swift ad-
ministration of justice and impede funda-
mental individual rights, such as the right to
a speedy trial and to exculpatory evidence;
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(5) last year, Congress passed the Crime
Identification Technology Act of 1998, which
authorizes $250,000,000 each year for 5 years
to assist State and local law enforcement
agencies in developing and integrating their
anticrime technology systems, and in up-
grading their forensic laboratories and infor-
mation and communications infrastructures
upon which these crime fighting systems
rely; and

(6) the Federal Government must continue
efforts to significantly reduce crime by
maintaining Federal funding for State and
local law enforcement, and wisely targeting
these resources.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that—

(1) The amounts made available for fiscal
year 2000 to assist State and local law en-
forcement efforts should be comparable to or
greater than amounts made available for
that purpose for fiscal year 1999;

(2) the amounts made available for fiscal
year 2000 for crime technology programs
should be used to further the purposes of the
program under section 102 of the Crime Iden-
tification Technology Act of 1998 (42 U.S.C.
14601); and

(3) Congress should consider legislation
that specifically addresses the backlogs in
State and local crime laboratories and med-
ical examiners’ offices.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.
The amendment (No. 213), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 207, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Amendment No. 207,
which I tendered a while ago, has now
been OK’d by the minority. I send it to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 207), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

(Purpose: To provide the Sense of the Senate
regarding the need to pursue a rational ad-
justment to merger notification thresholds
for small business and to ensure adequate
funding for Antitrust Division of the De-
partment of Justice)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MERGER EN-

FORCEMENT BY DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE.

‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

‘(1) The Antitrust Division of the Depart-
ment of Justice is charged with the civil and
criminal enforcement of the antitrust laws,
including review of corporate mergers likely
to reduce competition in particular markets,
with a goal to promote and protect the com-
petitive process;

‘“(2) the Antitrust Division requests a 16
percent increase in funding for fiscal year
2000;

“(8) justification for such an increase is
based, in part, increasingly numerous and
complex merger filings pursuant to the Hart-
Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act of
1976;

‘“(4) the Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Im-
provements Act of 1976 sets value thresholds
which trigger the requirement for filing
premerger notification;

‘(6) the number of merger filings under the
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements
Act of 1976, which the Department, in con-
junction with the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, is required to review, increased by 38
percent in fiscal year 1998;

‘(6) the Department expects the number of
merger filings to increase in fiscal years 1999
and 2000;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

‘“(7) the value thresholds, which relate to
both the size of the companies involved and
the size of the transaction, under the Hart-
Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act of
1976 have not been adjusted since passage of
that Act.

‘“(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense
of the Senate that the Antitrust Division
needs adequate resources and that the levels
in this resolution assume the Division will
have such adequate resources, including nec-
essary increases in funding, notwithstanding
any report language to the contrary, to en-
able it to meet its statutory requirements,
including those related to reviewing and in-
vestigating increasingly numerous and com-
plex mergers, but that Congress should pur-
sue consideration of modest, budget neutral,
adjustments to the Hart-Scott-Rodino Anti-
trust Improvements Act of 1976 to account
for inflation in the value thresholds of the
Act, and in so doing, ensure that the Anti-
trust Division’s resources are focused on
matters and transactions most deserving of
the Division’s attention.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this
amendment will put the Senate on
record in two important areas.

The first is that, notwithstanding as-
sumptions to the contrary, the Anti-
trust Division needs and should have
adequate resources to enable it to meet
its statutory requirements, including
those related to reviewing and inves-
tigating increasingly numerous and
complex mergers.

The second, is that Congress needs to
review and pursue adjustments to the
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improve-
ments Act of 1976. This second point,
Mr. President, is an important one and
one whose time is long overdue. The
threshold values in this Act which trig-
ger the requirement for businesses to
file premerger notifications with gov-
ernment antitrust enforcers have not
been changed, even for inflation, since
1976—23 years ago.

The overall purpose of the amend-
ment is to ensure that the Antitrust
Division’s resources are focused on
matters and transactions most deserv-
ing of the Division’s attention, and to
remove unnecessary regulatory and fi-
nancial burdens on small businesses.

Mr. President, few would disagree
that it is important to adequately fund
the Antitrust Division of the Depart-
ment of Justice. They are charged with
the civil and criminal enforcement of
the antitrust laws, including review of
corporate mergers, in order to ensure
that the consumer benefits from lower
prices and better goods that come with
vigorous competition in the market-
place. The interests of consumers must
prevail over the political interests of
some companies.

At our oversight hearing of the Jus-
tice Department several weeks ago, I
asked Attorney General Reno whether
she would work with us to review the
value thresholds of the Hart-Scott-Ro-
dino. It is my belief that adjustments
to the value thresholds of Hart-Scott-
Rodino are needed. They are needed to
ensure that the Department’s merger
reviews take into account inflation and
the true economic impact of mergers in
today’s economy—not in the economy
of 1976. The Attorney General, and the
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Federal Trade Commission have
pledged to work with us, and I look for-
ward with working with the Adminis-
tration to come up with a rational pro-
posal that is a win-win for both the De-
partment and small business.

Mr. President, let me just add that
this amendment is not about one com-
pany, or one issue. It is about pro-
viding rational relief for some small
businesses and supporting the enforce-
ment of our laws.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment, as modified,
is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 207), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 243, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, has
Senator LAUTENBERG cleared amend-
ment No. 243 of Senator HUTCHISON and
Senator FEINSTEIN?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes. That is fine.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send
it to the desk. It is acceptable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 243), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 243, AS MODIFIED
(Purpose: Sense of the Senate to create a
task force to pursue the creation of a nat-
ural disaster reserve fund)

At the appropriate place, insert:

It is the Sense of the Senate that a task
force be created for the purpose of studying
the possibility of creating a reserve fund for
natural disasters. The task force should be
composed of three Senators appointed by the
majority leader, and two Senators appointed
by the minority leader. The task force
should also be composed of three members
appointed by the speaker of the House, and
two members appointed by minority leader
in the House. It is the sense of the Senate
that the task force make a report to the ap-
propriate committees in Congress within 90
days of being convened. The report should be
available for the purposes of consideration
during comprehensive overhaul of budget
procedures.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment, as modified,
is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 243), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota, Mr. DORGAN,
is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 178

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
amendment we will consider next is an
amendment which provides an oppor-
tunity to address the dire emergency
that exists on American farms. All of
us in this Chamber know that farm
prices have collapsed. We also know
that we face the prospect of losing tens
of thousands, hundreds of thousands
perhaps, of family farmers unless
something is done to restore some
price protection during this time.

The amendment I have offered is the
only opportunity to do that. It pro-
vides room in this Budget Act for a $6-
billion-per-year price protection oppor-
tunity.
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In 1995, the budget resolution that we
considered was the start of the change
of farm programs to the new Freedom
to Farm bill. In this budget resolution,
we are trying to provide an oppor-
tunity to repair the deficiencies in that
bill that stripped away much of the
needed price protection.

This amendment I hope will be sup-
ported by my colleagues and give us
the opportunity this year, after a mid-
year correction by the Congressional
Budget Office, to use needed resources
to help family farmers during their
dire emergency.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
been keeping track on how much of the
surplus we have spent. We spent $430
billion. If we adopt the Democratic
amendment, this is $30 billion more. So
the surplus would have had $460 billion
already spent, if this amendment were
adopted. We will increase the manda-
tory expenditures under agriculture
from about $39 billion, to $40 billion, to
$75 billion. That will be fixed and per-
manent, because it is an entitlement.
And actually there are many who say
this agriculture economy will recover
in a couple of years. Yet, we have this
built in for 5 years.

I don’t think we ought to do this to-
night. There is ample time to consider.

I remind you that the President
didn’t ask for one nickel. We put $6 bil-
lion new money in, and now this is $30
billion more.

I move to table the amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from New Mexico to lay
on the table the amendment of the
Senator from North Dakota. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN)
and the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
THOMAS), are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 75 Leg.]

YEAS—53
Abraham Crapo Hutchinson
Allard DeWine Hutchison
Ashcroft Domenici Inhofe
Bennett Enzi Jeffords
Bond Fitzgerald Kyl
Brownback Frist Lott
Bunning Gorton Lugar
Burns Gramm Mack
Campbell Grams McConnell
Chafee Grassley Murkowski
Cochran Gregg Nickles
Collins Hagel Roberts
Coverdell Hatch Roth
Craig Helms Santorum
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Sessions Snowe Thurmond
Shelby Specter Voinovich
Smith (NH) Stevens Warner
Smith (OR) Thompson
NAYS—45

Akaka Edwards Levin
Baucus Feingold Lieberman
Bayh Feinstein Lincoln
Biden Graham Mikulski
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan
Boxer Hollings Murray
Breaux Inouye Reed
Bryan Johnson Reid
Byrd Kennedy Robb
Cleland Kerrey Rockefeller
Conrad Kerry Sarbanes
Daschle Kohl Schumer
Dodd Landrieu Torricelli
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone
Durbin Leahy Wyden

NOT VOTING—2
McCain Thomas

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 178) was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, that vote
took 10% minutes, but I know there
were some Senators who were not
aware we got consent to limit these
votes to 6 minutes. Again, I urge all
Senators to remain in the Chamber or
in the Cloakroom at the furthest dis-
tance. The next vote will cut off after
6 minutes.

I yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 240

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the Ashcroft amendment, No.
240, has been cleared on the other side.
It is at the desk. I ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 240) was agreed
to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen-
ator SNOWE’s amendment is next.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator SNOWE’S
amendment No. 242 is the one that is
up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair, on its own motion, observes the
absence of a quorum.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 166 WITHDRAWN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next
amendment is the Lautenberg amend-
ment, No. 166.

The Senator from New Jersey is rec-
ognized.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
am withdrawing amendment No. 166.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is with-
drawn.

The amendment (No. 166) was with-
drawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 232

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next
amendment is the Snowe amendment,
No. 232. The Senator from Maine is rec-
ognized.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, in con-
trast to the President’s budget, we do
have a means by which to create a pro-
vision for a prescription drug benefit
program in the budget resolution. We
created a reserve fund in the Budget
Committee that was supported by an
overwhelmingly bipartisan vote, 21 to
1.

Mr. President, the reserve fund that
is included in the budget resolution for
the purposes of financing a prescription
drug benefit program was supported
overwhelmingly by the members of the
committee on a bipartisan basis, a 21-
to-1 vote.

The amendment I am offering, along
with Senator WYDEN, as well as cospon-
sor Senator SMITH of Oregon, is to ex-
pand and create a funding mechanism
that will ensure and guarantee the
funding of a prescription drug benefit
program. We think it is important to
ensure that we have this benefit pro-
gram for our Nation’s senior citizens.
It is contingent upon a reform package
being reported out of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee to extend the sol-
vency of the Medicare program. The
funding mechanism would be an in-
crease in the tobacco taxes.

I think it is an appropriate linkage
between Medicare and tobacco taxes. A
recent study shows, in fact, that $25
billion was the cost to the Medicare
program as a result of tobacco-related
illnesses.

Mr. President, the amendment I am
offering along with my good friends
and colleagues from Oregon, Senators
WYDEN and GORDON SMITH, would ex-
pand the reserve fund that is found in
section 209 of the budget resolution.
Specifically, our amendment would
allow new tobacco taxes to be used as
an offset for the new Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit that this reserve
fund would create.

Mr. President, as I stated on the floor
yesterday, I believe that one of the
most critical items included in this
year’s Senate budget resolution is the
reserve fund for Medicare and prescrip-
tion drugs.

Put simply, this reserve fund—that
was adopted with the support of all 10
Democratic members on the Budget
Committee—will provide the Congress
with a critically needed opportunity to
address an issue that has been high-
lighted repeatedly of late: the long-
term solvency of Medicare and a means
to fund a new Medicare prescription
drug benefit.

In light of the recent disappointing
conclusion of deliberations by the Bi-
partisan Commission on Medicare—
where the final vote for a recommenda-
tion failed by a singe vote—I can think
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of no provision more critical to moving
these issues forward in the aftermath
of that Commission’s work than the re-
serve fund contained in the Senate
budget resolution.

Specifically, the reserve fund already
contained in the budget resolution will
allow for the creation of a new Medi-
care prescription drug benefit. This re-
serve fund will be available for any
Medicare legislation reported from the
Senate Finance Committee that sig-
nificantly extends the solvency of the
Medicare Trust Fund in a meaningful
and legitimate manner beyond its cur-
rent insolvency date of 2008.

However, to ensure our ability to tap
the reserve fund is not unduly re-
stricted or that legislation is not
stalled in the Finance Committee due
to a particular solvency date not being
achieved, the reserve fund inten-
tionally provides no specific target
date for extending the program’s sol-
vency. Rather, it simply requires that
the added solvency be ‘‘significant”
with no gimmicks to simply increase
the ‘“‘paper balance’’ of the trust fund.
Specifically, the President’s proposal
to artificially increase the number of
IOUs held by the Medicare Trust Fund
would be precluded.

Also of critical importance, the re-
serve fund explicitly provides for the
funding of a new Medicare prescription
drug benefit that could be funded with
a portion of on-budget surpluses that
have been set-aside in the Chairman’s
budget. The on-budget surplus cur-
rently set-aside in the budget totals
$132 billion over the coming 10 years, so
up to this amount of monies could be
utilized for the prescription drug ben-
efit.

Given the fact that prescription drug
coverage proved to be one of the most
divisive issues during the Bipartisan
Commission’s deliberations, this re-
serve fund will ensure that this criti-
cally needed addition to the Medicare
program is not blocked from consider-
ation when legislation to strengthen
Medicare is considered on the floor.
Furthermore, it serves as a much need-
ed ‘‘carrot-and-stick’ for getting Con-
gress and the President to develop a
comprehensive plan to strengthen
Medicare soon—not put it off until the
day of reckoning in 2008 is nearly upon
us.

Mr. President, there are many issues
where members of the Senate may dis-
agree, but there is one stark fact—the
fact that the Medicare Part A Trust
Fund will be broke within 10 years—
which everyone in this room must ac-
cept. Therefore, since solutions will
likely become draconian the longer we
wait to take meaningful steps to
strengthen the program, we must not
wait any longer to take action to
credibly extend the solvency of the
Medicare Trust Fund and improve the
Medicare program overall.

As my colleagues are aware, we
didn’t get a proposal out of the Bipar-
tisan Medicare Commission despite the
best efforts of several members of this
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body. But that ‘‘hung jury’ decision
does not mean we can simply ignore
the fact that the Medicare program—
which is the program more then 38 mil-
lion elderly Americans rely on for their
health care—is going broke.

Fortunately, the Senate Finance
Committee is already taking action,
beginning with a series of hearings
that began last week on the Commis-
sion’s majority-supported proposal, and
speculation that a markup of Medi-
care-related legislation could occur in
the not-too-distant future. In addition,
the President—who was accused of pre-
venting the Commission from getting
the final, crucial vote necessary to re-
port a recommendation—has now said
that he will send us his own proposal
soon.

Mr. President, the reserve fund al-
ready included in the Senate budget
resolution will facilitate this process
by allowing the Congress to take up
the President’s forthcoming proposal
or any other proposal reported by the
Senate Finance Committee that
credibly addresses Medicare’s needs.
That, alone, is a critical step forward
since we can no longer leave our sen-
iors worrying that our failure to take
action will leave them without access
to health care. Because when the Trust
Fund runs dry there is no health care—
none—for many of our nation’s senior
citizens.

Even as the reserve fund will help
spur action on legislation to credibly
extend the solvency of the Medicare
program, it will also allow us to take a
critical step in improving and updating
the Medicare system: the addition of a
meaningful Medicare prescription drug
benefit. I believe this addition is, un-
questionably, the most significant we
could make to Medicare as we seek to
strengthen the system.

Mr. President, the need for this new
benefit could not be more clear. When
Medicare was created in 1965 it fol-
lowed the private health insurance
model of the time—inpatient health
care. Today, thirty-four years later, it
is sadly out of date and it is time to
bring Medicare ‘‘back to the future’” by
providing our seniors with prescription
drug coverage.

The lack of a prescription drug cov-
erage benefit is the biggest hole—a
black hole really—in the Medicare sys-
tem. HCFA will tell you that up to 65
percent of Medicare beneficiaries have
drug coverage from other sources. But
that number simply doesn’t tell the
whole story.

Specifically, fourteen percent of
Medicare beneficiaries get drug cov-
erage from one of the three Medigap
policies that cover drugs. Two of these
policies require a $250 deductible and
then only cover 50 percent of the cost
of the drug with a $1,250 cap. Needless
to say, you can run up against that cap
pretty fast with today’s drug prices.

The third policy provides a cap of
$3,000 but the premium ranges any-
where from $1,699 to $3,171 depending on
where you live. That is a lot of money
for someone living on a fixed income.
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An estimated 8 percent get drug cov-
erage from participating in Medicare
HMOs and another 16 percent receive
coverage from Medicaid. Of course to
do that, they must be very low-income
to begin with and may have to spend a
great deal out of pocket for their
drugs—what we commonly refer to as
spending down—before they are eligible
in a given year for coverage. Finally
there are those lucky enough—29 per-
cent—to have employer sponsored drug
coverage through their retiree pro-
gram.

Mr. President, drug coverage should
be part and parcel of the Medicare sys-
tem, not a patchwork system where
some get coverage and some don’t. Pre-
scription drug coverage shouldn’t be a
“fringe benefit’ available only to those
wealthy enough or poor enough to ob-
tain coverage—it should be part and
parcel of the Medicare system that will
see today’s seniors, and tomorrow’s
into the 21st Century.

In light of this glaring need for pre-
scription drug coverage, I will be work-
ing with senior citizens groups and
health care experts over the coming
weeks to develop bipartisan legislation
with Senator WYDEN and others that
will provide Medicare recipients with a
comprehensive Medicare prescription
drug coverage benefit that could be in-
cluded in any forthcoming package to
strengthen Medicare.

The focus of my proposal will be to
provide senior citizens with actual cov-
erage for prescription drugs. Put sim-
ply, even if we attempt to control the
prices of drugs that are needed by sen-
ior citizens, that does not guarantee
many of these individuals will be able
to afford those prices. That’s why a
new benefit is so critical.

Although the details of my prescrip-
tion drug coverage proposal will be de-
veloped over the coming weeks, there
are several broad principles that I an-
ticipate will be included in the Snowe-
Wyden package:

First, this package will not be part of
Medicare Part A, and therefore will
have no direct impact on the solvency
of the Medicare Trust Fund. Like my
colleagues, I am gravely concerned
about the solvency of the Medicare
Trust Fund and believe that issue must
be addressed in a comprehensive, bipar-
tisan manner. Therefore, I believe it
would be irresponsible to propose a new
benefit in the Trust Fund that would
further jeopardize its solvency in fu-
ture years, and will propose that my
new benefit package be outside the
Trust Fund accordingly.

Second, while the details of our legis-
lation will ultimately be crafted during
bipartisan negotiations with interested
groups and health care experts, the
drug benefit package will be com-
prehensive and ensure that all seniors
have prescription drug coverage.

Third, while the cost of this proposal
will ultimately be determined by the
benefit package that is crafted, our
proposal will be fully-offset. While my
colleagues are aware that the cost of
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this coverage varies widely depending
on the size and scope of the benefit, I
believe it would be irresponsible to cre-
ate any new benefit without paying for
it. Accordingly, the primary offset for
our package will be an increase in the
tobacco tax.

As my colleagues are aware, Presi-
dent Clinton’s FY 2000 budget proposal
included a 55-cent per pack increase in
the cost of cigarettes and an accelera-
tion of the 15-cent per pack increase
contained in the 1997 Balanced Budget
Agreement. The Joint Tax Committee
estimates that the combined revenues
of these two proposals would be $36 bil-
lion over 5 years, and $70 billion over 10
years.

Interestingly, instead of applying
these new revenues to Medicare or a
new prescription drug benefit, the
President proposes that these tobacco
tax revenues be used to offset increases
in discretionary spending. Because tax
increases are not allowed to offset dis-
cretionary spending under the Budget
Act, these improper offsets contribute
to the President’s budget being in vio-
lation of the spending limits agreed to
just two years ago by $30 billion in FY
2000.

At the same time, the President’s
budget also fails to provide a single
penny for a prescription drug benefit—
or even a mechanism to provide monies
for such a benefit—after touting the
need for prescription drug coverage in
the State of the Union address.

In light of this deficiency in the
President’s budget, the bipartisan pro-
posal I will be crafting with Senator
WYDEN will not only create a fully-
funded prescription drug benefit, but it
will also utilize the proposed tax in-
crease for tobacco contained in the
President’s budget. Ultimately, it is
my hope that the President will recog-
nize that these monies would be best
spent on Medicare, and will support our
effort accordingly.

Mr. President, the rationale for link-
ing tobacco taxes and Medicare is
clear. As outlined in a study by Colum-
bia University, smoking-related ill-
nesses cost the Medicare program $25.5
billion in 1994 alone—a full 14 percent
of Medicare’s costs in that year.

In fact, as the chart behind me indi-
cates, of the various forms of substance
abuse that affect the Medicare pro-
gram, tobacco-related illnesses ac-
counted for 80% of the $32 billion in
total substance abuse costs in 1994.
Therefore, dedicating tobacco revenues
to Medicare will allow the program to
recapture some of the monies it is los-
ing to tobacco.

In particular, the proposal I will be
developing with Senator WYDEN will
demonstrate how new tobacco monies
could be shifted to Medicare and then
targeted to the new prescription drug
benefit for seniors.

To accommodate the proposal we will
be crafting—and the tobacco offset it
will contain in particular—the amend-
ment I am offering today will ensure
that tobacco tax revenues are among
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the funding options provided for in the
new reserve fund for prescription
drugs.

While I am pleased that remaining
on-budget surpluses are already an al-
lowable offset in the reserve fund, I be-
lieve it is only appropriate that to-
bacco taxes also be an allowed offset.
Not only because this offset be used in
the prescription drug package I will be
developing with Senator WYDEN, but
because of the direct link between to-
bacco and the Medicare program.

As mentioned, a study by the Na-
tional Center on Addiction and Sub-
stance Abuse at Columbia University
found that the cost of tobacco-related
illnesses on the Medicare program to-
taled $25.5 billion in 1994, or 14% of the
total expenditures of the Medicare pro-
gram.

Assuming this percent holds as true
today as it did five years ago—and
there is no reason to assume other-
wise—the impact of tobacco on Medi-
care is astounding. With CBO pro-
jecting Medicare expenditures of $220
billion in the current fiscal year, to-
bacco-related health care expenses
would total upward of $30.8 billion in
1999 alone using the 14 percent assump-
tion. Over the coming years, these
numbers will only escalate:

$32.5 billion in 2000.

$34.7 billion in 2001.

$36 billion in 2002.

And $39.5 billion in 2003.

In fact, if tobacco-related illnesses
continue to cost the Medicare program
14 percent of its total expenditures,
these expenses will total $62.6 billion in
the year 2009. All told, tobacco-related
illnesses would cost the Medicare pro-
gram $486 billion from 1999 to 2009!

Mr. President, in light of the impact
of tobacco on the Medicare program, I
can think of no reason why new to-
bacco revenues should not be returned
to the Medicare program and used to
fund a new prescription drug benefit.
Along with our efforts to keep the pro-
gram solvent well beyond 2008, this new
benefit is arguably the most pressing
need of our nation’s senior citizens in
the Medicare program. By linking the
two issues in the reserve fund I have
created, we can and should do both.

Mr. President, while I know that
many of my colleagues may not sup-
port a tobacco tax increase, I urge that
they seriously consider the impact of
tobacco-related illnesses on Medicare.
My amendment is not an effort to sim-
ply pass a tobacco tax for the sake of
doing it. Rather, it’s about recouping a
limited portion of the monies tobacco
costs the Medicare program every year,
and devoting these monies to a pro-
gram within Medicare that benefits
senior citizens.

The bottom line is that the reserve
fund already included in the budget
will help facilitate the consideration of
Medicare legislation by laying the
groundwork for a new Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit that may not
otherwise be available. While it would
already allow remaining on-budget sur-

S3395

pluses to be used for this new benefit,
the amendment I am offering today
will ensure that another funding source
is also available.

Ultimately, the true benefit of adopt-
ing my amendment is that it will en-
sure a new Medicare prescription drug
benefit that utilizes tobacco revenues
can be offered with only a simple ma-
jority vote being required for its adop-
tion. Without this provision, a point of
order would lie against such a proposal,
and 60 votes would be required to waive
the point of order. While not an impos-
sible hurdle, it nevertheless raises the
bar on an offset that I believe is wholly
appropriate for the issue at hand.

Again, I do not expect that all of my
colleagues will support the prescrip-
tion drug benefit bill that Senator
WYDEN and I will be crafting. But I
would hope that my colleagues would
see the legitimate link between Medi-
care and tobacco, and will at least vote
today to allow this offset to be consid-
ered without a supermajority vote in
the future.

The reserve fund already contained
in the budget resolution is a critical
step in the right direction that may ul-
timately ensure legislation to genu-
inely strengthen Medicare will move in
the Congress. And the amendment we
are offering will simply bring one more
legitimate, related offset into the mix
of available options as that package is
crafted in the Congress.

Mr. President, I believe the cost of
Medicare prescription drugs con-
stitutes a crisis for our senior citizens.
While the President expressed support
for such a benefit in the State of the
Union, he failed to deliver anything for
it in his budget proposal, just as he
seemingly failed to assist the Commis-
sion in doing their job: sending this
Congress a bipartisan Medicare reform
proposal.

Despite the President’s lack of cour-
age on these issues—or willingness to
put substance behind his State of the
Union rhetoric—I believe it is critical
that we make it possible to strengthen
and improve Medicare in the Congress.
The reserve fund already contained in
the budget may be our best hope to re-
pair and improve the Medicare pro-
gram. It will allow it to be one of our
finest accomplishments in the 106th
Congress—not a political punching bag
that delivers nothing of value to our
deliberations or to our nation’s elderly.
And the amendment we are offering
today will only make the reserve fund
better.

Therefore, I urge that my colleagues
support our amendment, and work to
improve the Medicare ‘‘enabling’ re-
serve fund already contained in the
budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I raise
a point of order against the pending
amendment, No. 232, offered by Senator
SNOWE. The language is not germane to
the budget resolution before us.
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Therefore, I raise the point of order
under section 305(b)(2) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974.

MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, can we
waive it at this time? I move to waive
it at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon has moved to waive
the budget point of order. The question
is on agreeing to the motion to waive
the budget point of order.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. This is a 6-minute
rollcall vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will inform the Senate this is a 6-
minute rollcall.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to waive the budget point of
order in relation to the Snowe amend-
ment No. 232.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN)
and the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
THOMAS) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 54,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 76 Leg.]

YEAS—5H4
Abraham Durbin Levin
Akaka Feingold Lieberman
Baucus Feinstein Lincoln
Bennett Graham Mikulski
Biden Harkin Moynihan
Bingaman Hatch Murray
Boxer Hollings Reed
Breaux Hutchison Reid
Bryan Inouye Rockefeller
Byrd Jeffords Santorum
Chafee Johnson Sarbanes
Cleland Kennedy Schumer
Collins Kerrey Smith (OR)
Conrad Kerry Snowe
Daschle Kohl Specter
DeWine Landrieu Torricelli
Dodd Lautenberg Wellstone
Dorgan Leahy Wyden
NAYS—44

Allard Fitzgerald McConnell
Ashcroft Frist Murkowski
Bayh Gorton Nickles
Bond Gramm Robb
Brownback Grams Roberts
Bunning Grassley Roth
Burns Gregg Sessions
Campbell Hagel Shelby
Cochran Helms R
Coverdell Hutchinson Smith (NH)

A Stevens
Craig Inhofe
Crapo Kyl Thompson
Domenici Lott Thurmond
Edwards Lugar Voinovich
Enzi Mack Warner

NOT VOTING—2

McCain Thomas

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 54, the nays are 44.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.
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The Senator from Massachusetts is
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 195

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this is
a sense of the Senate that we ought to
go on record for an increase in the min-
imum wage. This Nation is having un-
precedented prosperity. We have the
lowest unemployment that we have
had in 30 years, the lowest rates of in-
flation. Still, we have 11 million min-
imum-wage workers. And a minimum-
wage working family of three is still
$3,000 less than the poverty income for
a family of three.

This is an issue that affects women.
It is an issue that affects children. It is
an issue that affects families. No one in
the United States of America who
works for a living ought to live in pov-
erty.

We hope now to have a sense of the
Senate that we will increase the min-
imum wage 50 cents this year and 50
cents next year. That is what the
Daschle amendment does, and this is a
sense of the Senate to support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
amendment is not germane under the
budget. I make a point of order that it
is not germane.

MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, I move to waive the
applicable sections of that Act for the
consideration of the pending amend-
ment, and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays having been ordered, the vote
is on the motion to waive.

Mr. KENNEDY. Could I ask the Par-
liamentarian, an ‘“‘aye’ vote would be
to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ‘“‘aye”’
vote would be to waive the budget
point of order.

Mr. KENNEDY. Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to waive the Congressional Budget Act
in relation to the Kennedy amendment
No. 195. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce the Sen-
ator from Arizona Mr. MCCAIN and the
Senator from Wyoming Mr. THOMAS are
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 45,
nays 53, as follows:

[ROLLCALL VOTE NoO. 77 LEG.]

YEAS—45
Akaka Breaux Daschle
Bayh Bryan Dodd
Biden Byrd Dorgan
Bingaman Cleland Durbin
Boxer Conrad Edwards

March 25, 1999

Feingold Landrieu Reid
Feinstein Lautenberg Robb
Harkin Leahy Rockefeller
Hollings Levin Sarbanes
Inouye Lieberman Schumer
Johnson Lincoln Smith (OR)
Kennedy Mikulski Specter
Kerrey Moynihan Torricelli
Kerry Murray Wellstone
Kohl Reed Wyden
NAYS—53
Abraham Enzi Lugar
Allard Fitzgerald Mack
Ashcroft Frist McConnell
Baucus Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Graham Nickles
Bond Gramm Roberts
Browgback Grams Roth
Bunning Grassley Santorum
Burns Gregg Sessions
Campbell Hagel Shelby
Chafee Hatch .
Cochran Helms Smith (NH)
Collins Hutchinson Snowe
Coverdell Hutchison Stevens
Craig Inhofe Thompson
Crapo Jeffords Thurmond
DeWine Kyl Voinovich
Domenici Lott Warner
NOT VOTING—2
McCain Thomas

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 45, the nays are 53.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is not agreed
to, the point of order is sustained, and
the amendment falls.

AMENDMENT NO. 208, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment I now send to the desk for Sen-
ator ENZI, numbered 208, be modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 208), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ELIMINATING
THE MARRIAGE PENALTY AND
ACROSS THE BOARD INCOME TAX
RATE CUTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) The institution of marriage is the cor-
nerstone of the family and civil society;

(2) Strengthening of the marriage commit-
ment and the family is an indispensable step
in the renewal of America’s culture;

(3) The Federal income tax punishes mar-
riage by imposing a greater tax burden on
married couples than on their single coun-
terparts;

(4) America’s tax code should give each
married couple the choice to be treated as
one economic unit, regardless of which
spouse earns the income; and

(5) All American taxpayers are responsible
for any budget surplus and deserve broad-
based tax relief after the Social Security
Trust fund has been protected.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that—

(1) Congress should eliminate the marriage
penalty in a manner that treats all married
couples equally, regardless of which spouse
earns the income; and

AMENDMENT NO. 205, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment I send to
the desk for Senator LANDRIEU, num-
bered 205, be modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 205) as modified,
is as follows:
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On page 46, after line 10, add a new sub-
section (c¢) that reads as follows:

(c) LIMITATION.—This reserve fund will give
priority to the following types of tax relief:

(1) Tax relief to help working families af-
ford child care, including assistance for fam-
ilies with a parent staying out of the work-
force in order to care for young children;

(2) Tax relief to help individuals and their
families afford the expense of long-term
health care;

(3) Tax relief to ease the tax code’s mar-
riage penalties on working families;

(4) Any other individual tax relief targeted
exclusively for families in the bottom 90 per-
cent of the family income distribution;

(5) The extension of the Research and Ex-
perimentation tax credit, the Work Oppor-
tunity tax credit, and other expiring tax pro-
visions, a number of which are important to
help American businesses compete in the
modern international economy and to help
bring the benefits of a strong economy to
disadvantaged individuals and communities;

(6) Tax incentives to help small businesses;
and

(7) Tax relief provided by accelerating the
increase in the deductibility of health insur-
ance premiums for the self-employed.

AMENDMENT NOS. 208, AS MODIFIED; 205, AS
MODIFIED; 202, AND 171, EN BLOC

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to clear some
amendments for immediate consider-
ation: Senator ENZzI, 208, as modified;
205, Senator LANDRIEU, as modified; 202,
Senator BIDEN; and 171, Senator BOXER.
These have been cleared with the other
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 208, as modi-
fied; 205, as modified; 202 and 171) were
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 202

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the
amendment I offer to the budget reso-
lution would express the Senate’s in-
tention to give high priority to em-
bassy security.

As was underscored by the tragic em-
bassy bombings in East Africa last Au-
gust, our embassies overseas are highly
vulnerable to terrorist attack. Fol-
lowing the bombings, the Secretary of
State ordered a worldwide review of
the current security situation.

According to testimony provided by
the Department of State to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, over 80
percent of U.S. embassies and con-
sulates have less than the required 100-
foot setback from the street, and many
missions are in desperate need of great-
er security improvements.

As required by law, the Secretary
also convened ‘‘Accountability Review
Boards” to examine the bombings. The
Boards, chaired by retired Admiral
William Crowe, concluded that the
United States must—
undertake a comprehensive and long-term
strategy for protecting American officials
overseas, including sustained funding for en-
hanced security measures, for long-term
costs for increased security personnel, and
for a capital building program based on an
assessment of requirements to meet the new
range of global terrorist threats. This must
include substantial budgetary appropriations
of approximately $1.4 billion per year main-
tained over a ten-year period. . .Additional
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funds for security must be obtained without
diverting funds from our major foreign af-
fairs programs.

Last fall, Congress provided $1.4 bil-
lion in supplemental appropriations to
address the security situation.

But as the conclusions of the Crowe
panels underscored, this was just a
down payment.

In his budget request, the President
requested an additional $300 million in
security enhancements in Fiscal Year
2000, and advance appropriations total-
ing $3 billion from Fiscal 2001 to 2005
for an embassy construction program. I
believe this amount is insufficient, a
concern echoed by many members of
the Committee on Foreign Relations
during a hearing held on March 11.

We must recognize, as the Crowe pan-
els did, that the kind of money re-
quired to enhance embassy security
cannot be borne within the current
State Department budget.

For example, the $1.4 billion in an-
nual spending recommended by the
Crowe panels amounts to more than
one-third of the operating budget of
the Department requested for Fiscal
2000. We are kidding ourselves to sug-
gest that these resources can be found
within the existing State Department
budget.

It should be emphasized that funding
for embassy security benefits the en-
tire federal government. Embassies are
not merely foreign outposts of the De-
partment of State. They are platforms
for the representation of American in-
terests.

Everyone should recognize this essen-
tial fact: nearly two-thirds of the per-
sonnel in our embassies are from de-
partments other than the State De-
partment. They are from all over the
government—the Commerce Depart-
ment, the Agriculture Department, the
Department of Defense, even the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration. In sum,
embassy security is a government-wide
imperative, for which the State De-
partment should not bear an undue
funding burden.

Mr. President, the bottom line is
this: security costs money, and we can-
not pinch pennies. We send our people
overseas to do a job. They are on the
front lines of our national defense, rep-
resenting our interests.

It is our duty to do that all that we
reasonably can to protect them. And if
we fail to protect our embassies, the
costs will be not just in lives lost. They
will be in wars not prevented, in nar-
cotics trafficking unchecked, and in
American jobs lost due to trade oppor-
tunities unattained.

So I hope my colleagues will recog-
nize the importance of embassy secu-
rity as a high priority and support my
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 204 WITHDRAWN

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
are withdrawing an amendment of Sen-
ator BIDEN numbered 204.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 204) was with-
drawn.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
long did the last vote take?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The last
vote took about 11%2 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will have some
additional votes. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following amendments be
the next amendments to be debated
and voted on as provided for under the
previous agreement: Senator HOLLINGS
174, current services; Senator ROBB 181,
strike pay-go; Senator LAUTENBERG 183,
school modernization.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 174

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this
continues current policy and uses the
surplus moneys to pay down the debt.
This amendment by Senator BOB
KERREY and myself uses what surplus
there is over the budget period to pay
down the debt.

Members might say, Was this not the
amendment of Senator VOINOVICH
which we voted on? Senator VOINOVICH
uses Chairman DOMENICI’S mark; I use
the mark of the Congressional Budget
Office.

We call this the Greenspan amend-
ment because Senator SARBANES was
questioning the record of the Federal
Reserve. He said, How do you save that
surplus? How do you keep it from get-
ting spent? Mr. Greenspan said, ‘“What
happens is, you do nothing.”” In other
words, you take this year’s budget, we
are doing fine. We have growth, low un-
employment, low inflation rate, and
truly pay down the debt.

All of these others talk about it, but
there is so much spending and tax cuts,
you will never get any debt paid down.
This, when it is paid down, will lower
the interest costs which will get every-
body a real tax cut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
amendment wipes out the tax cut in its
entirety, wipes out the $6 billion we
added for the agricultural community,
establishes a freeze, and then after
that, it goes up to current services.
The first two points are the most im-
portant.

I don’t believe we ought to adopt this
amendment, after all we have gone
through in trying to provide some tax
cuts for the American people.

I yield back any time I might have.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
yield back my time, and I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Caro-
lina.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senatorfrom Arizona (Mr. McCAIN) and
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the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. THOM-
AS) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 24,
nays 74, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 78 Leg.]

YEAS—24
Akaka Dorgan Lautenberg
Biden Feingold Leahy
Bingaman Graham Lincoln
Boxer Harkin Mikulski
Breaux Hollings Reid
Bryan Inouye Robb
Byrd Kerrey Specter
Dodd Kohl Voinovich
NAYS—T74

Abraham Feinstein McConnell
Allard Fitzgerald Moynihan
Ashcroft Frist Murkowski
Baucus Gorton Murray
Bayh Gramm Nickles
Bennett Grams Reed
Bond Grassley Roberts
Brownback Gregg Rockefeller
Bunning Hagel Roth
Burns Hatch
Campbell Helms Zantorum

. arbanes
Chafee Hutchinson Schumer
Cleland Hutchison Sessions
Cochran Inhofe
Collins Jeffords Shelby
Conrad Johnson Sm%th(NH)
Coverdell Kennedy Smith(OR)
Craig Kerry Snowe
Crapo Kyl Stevens
Daschle Landrieu Thompson
DeWine Levin Thurmond
Domenici Lieberman Torricelli
Durbin Lott Warner
Edwards Lugar Wellstone
Enzi Mack Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

McCain Thomas

The amendment (No. 174) was re-
jected.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as
the Senate debates the Fiscal Year 2000
Budget Resolution, I believe it is im-
portant that we Kkeep in mind the
statement by General Shelton, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
at the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee on September 29, 1999.

“It is the quality of the men and
women who serve that sets the U.S.
military apart from all potential ad-
versaries. These talented people are the
ones who won the Cold War and en-
sured our victory in Operation Desert
Storm. These dedicated professionals
make it possible for the United States
to accomplish the many missions we
are called on to perform around the
world every single day.”

Although we have the best soldiers,
sailors, airmen and Marines, all their
professionalism is for naught if they do
not have the equipment, weapons and
supplies to carry out their mission.
Since the end of Operation Desert
Storm, which reflected both the profes-
sionalism and material quality of our
Armed Forces, the defense budget has
declined by $80 billion. Yet the pace of
the military operations has not de-
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clined, in fact the pace of operations
exceeds that of the Cold War era. Not
only are the men and women of our
military stretched to the limits, but
also their equipment. The Air Force
Chief of Staff testified that ‘‘Next year,
the average age of our aircraft will be
20 years old . . .” General Reimer, the
Chief of Staff of the Army, stated:
“Mortgaging our modernization ac-
counts did not come without cost. By
FY98, Army procurement had declined
73 percent, reaching its lowest level
since 1959.”” Mr. President, each of the
other service chiefs had similar
quotations. These quotes paint a dis-
mal picture of our Armed Forces’ read-
iness and are the challenge to the Con-
gress to increase funding for the De-
partment of Defense.

The Fiscal Year 2000 Budget resolu-
tion proposed by the able Chairman of
the Budget Committee, Senator
DOMENICI, increases the budget author-
ity for defense by $8.3 billion over the
Administration’s request. I congratu-
late the Budget Committee on this de-
cisive demonstration of support for our
Armed Forces. However, this show of
support is diminished by the fact that
the Budget Committee reduced the out-
lays for fiscal year 2000 by $8.7 billion.
This reduction coupled with the al-
ready existing outlay problem, will re-
sult in a reduction to the budget au-
thority levels in the $280.5 billion budg-
et request.

Mr. President, I want to urge Senator
DOMENICI, to work with Chairman WAR-
NER and Chairman STEVENS, to resolve
this outlay problem before we act on
this Resolution. We must not leave the
false impression that the increase in
the budget authority proposed in this
resolution will result in increased secu-
rity for our Nation. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in the re-
port accompanying the budget resolu-
tion now before the Senate (Senate Re-
port 106-27), the first paragraph on page
seven contains this statement:

A budget resolution is a fiscal blueprint, a
guide, a roadmap, that the Congress develops
to direct the course of federal tax and spend-
ing legislation. It is a set of aggregate spend-
ing and revenue numbers covering the twen-
ty broad functional areas of the government,
over a long-term fiscal horizon. It is less
than substantive law, but is much more than
a sense of the Congress resolution.

Unfortunately, this budget resolu-
tion, this guide, this blueprint, is a
roadmap which, if followed for the next
ten years, will wreak untold devasta-
tion. Having just achieved the first
yvear with a unified budget surplus ($70
billion) in thirty years, last September
30—the end of Fiscal Year 1998—and
having been unable to pass a congres-
sional budget resolution for this fiscal
year, fiscal year 1999, at all, we now
have before the Senate not the usual
five-year budget resolution, but a much
more ambitious ten-year budget to
carry us for the period fiscal years
2000-2009. Over that period, we are told
by the Congressional Budget Office
that unified budget surpluses will total
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just over $2.5 trillion. Of that amount,
Social Security surpluses make up
some $1.8 trillion, or 72 percent. Non-
Social Security surpluses, according to
CBO, will total $787 billion over that
period. For fiscal year 2000, there is, in
fact, a non-social security deficit of
some $7 billion. That is, there would be
no surplus at all in Fiscal Year 2000 ex-
cept in the Social Security Trust Fund.

What does the blueprint now before
the Senate, the Republican budget res-
olution, propose that we do with these
multi-trillion-dollar surpluses? Keep in
mind that these are only projections;
they are not real, and we will not know
until after the fact as to whether any
of the surpluses projected for any of
these 10 years will come to pass. No
human being can ever project accu-
rately what Federal revenues or Fed-
eral spending will be. No one can know
what interest rates will be, or unem-
ployment, or GDP growth. We have had
tremendous variances historically with
CBO projections, even within one year.
To count on their projections for not
one, not five, but for 10 years is ex-
tremely unwise.

But, let us look at the budget resolu-
tion now before the Senate. This budg-
et resolution proposes a Federal tax
cut which, according to the commit-
tee’s report, will approximate $142 bil-
lion over the next five years, and $778
billion over the next 10 years. The reso-
lution includes a reconciliation in-
struction to the tax writing commit-
tees instructing them to report out
these huge tax cuts in a reconciliation
bill. Pursuant to that reconciliation in-
struction, a tax bill of the magnitude
contained in the resolution, some $800
billion, will be before the Senate later
this year. If enacted and signed by the
President, those tax cuts will go into
effect regardless of whether any of the
projected surpluses take place.

This is the height of irresponsibility.
Just when we have succeeded in turn-
ing the corner on the multi-hundred-
billion-dollar annual deficits of the
1980’s, here comes the Republican budg-
et resolution saying let us take the as-
yet, unachieved future budget sur-
pluses and cut Federal revenues now,
whether or not those surpluses ever
occur.

On that basis alone, if for no other
reason, I urge Senators to oppose this
budget resolution.

But, that is not the only problem we
find in this blueprint. There is the
question of the levels of discretionary
spending that will be made available
over the next 10 years if we follow this
budget resolution.

It is well known that the 1997 Bal-
anced Budget Act placed severe con-
straints on discretionary spending for
the period 1998-2002. Those caps were
considered necessary in order to help
rid ourselves of the annual Federal
budget deficits and achieve surpluses.
Nevertheless, it is my view that the
discretionary caps for 2000, as well as
for the following two years—2001 and
2002—are too tight and will require



March 25, 1999

massive cuts which should not be un-
dertaken at the same time we are pro-
viding the huge tax cuts which I have
just described.

This resolution calls for funding non-
defense discretionary programs in Fis-
cal Year 2000 at a level of $246 billion,
a cut of more than $20 billion, or 7.5
percent, below the present year. To
make matters worse, the pending budg-
et resolution would provide increases
for a handful of favored programs, such
as health, education, and other popular
priorities. These plus-ups would mean
that other vital, yet unprotected pro-
grams, would face cuts of more than 11
percent in Fiscal Year 2000. Cuts of
that magnitude, according to the Office
of Management and Budget, would af-
fect vital programs such as the fol-
lowing: food safety would be under-
mined with the lay-off of an estimated
1,000 meat and poultry inspectors; Head
Start funding would be cut in excess of
$1 billion—cutting services to as many
as 100,000 children; the FBI would be
cut $337 million, which could result in
a reduction of 2,700 FBI agents and sup-
port personnel; more than 2,200 air
traffic controller positions would be
cut; IRS Customer Service would suffer
a reduction of 5,000 employees; the
number of students in the Work Study
Program would decrease by 112,000; and
the list goes on and on throughout the
entire Federal government.

While making these cuts in vital
human and physical infrastructure pro-
grams across the nation, this budget
resolution would increase defense by
$18 billion above a freeze in Fiscal Year
2000. Yet, even with this large increase
in budget authority, the resolution
comes nowhere near covering the out-
lays that would be necessary to fund
the reently-passed pay increase for the
military.

Mr. President, we are on a collision
course, once again, when it comes to
passing the thirteen annual appropria-
tion bills. If you liked the omnibus ap-
propriations monstrosity that was nec-
essary to complete action on Fiscal
Year 1999 appropriation bills, wait
until you see the super-monstrosity
that I believe will be necessary for Fis-
cal Year 2000, if we fail to provide relief
from the massive cuts that I have just
described.

You ain’t seen nothin’ yet!

And, as if Fiscal Year 2000 were not
enough, the problems only worsen in
the subsequent years. By 2004, OMB
projects that this budget resolution
would require cuts in non-defense dis-
cretionary programs of as much as 27
percent below a freeze. Furthermore,
the current statutory discretionary
spending caps expire in 2002 but, under
this budget resolution, the cuts to non-
defense discretionary programs would
deepen to 29 percent by 2009, as non-de-
fense discretionary spending would re-
main substantially below inflation
each year through 2009.

In conclusion, while I appreciate the
difficulties faced by the Budget Com-
mittee chairman, Mr. DOMENICI, for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

whom I have great respect, in crafting
this budget resolution, I nevertheless
have concluded that it is a roadmap
leading us back to the 1980’s—a period
when we saw trillions of dollars of tax
cuts enacted by the Reagan adminis-
tration, based on faulty projections of
budget surpluses which never came to
pass, as well as spending cuts which
were too extreme and likwise never oc-
curred. Consequently, once those tax
cuts were enacted, we entered a period
of unprecedented budget deficits with
their accompanying tripling of the na-
tional debt and the interest on that
debt rose to where it is today—a level
of almost $1 billion per day. We have
turned the corner after many years of
hard work and a number of deficit re-
duction packages. We appear to be
headed to a time of budget surpluses
which should be used for reducing the
debt and providing necessary increases
in our national physical and human in-
frastructure that are so vital to the
21st Century.

I urge my colleagues to join me in re-
jecting this ill-conceived journey along
the road back to a repeat of the budg-
etary disasters of the 1980’s. Surely we
can do better than this.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, since
taking control of Congress in the 1994
elections, the Republican majority has
delivered on their promise to balance
the federal budget. The Congressional
Budget Office says that this year the
unified federal budget will have a sur-
plus of $111 billion. Over the next 5
years, these surpluses will total nearly
$912 billion. Of the total surplus, $768
billion is attributable to Social Secu-
rity, and $144 billion in attributable to
the rest of the government.

The Republican majority has also de-
livered the tax relief we promised. In
1997, we passed the largest tax cut in 16
years, which is bringing significant re-
lief to taxpayers this year, including a
$400 per child tax credit (rising to $500
next year), a 20% capital gains rate, ex-
panded IRAs, and tax credits and sav-
ings incentives for education. We also
enacted a landmark IRS reform bill,
eliminated President’s Clinton’s 18-
month holding period on capital gains,
and passed an expansion of Education
Savings Accounts.

The fiscal year 2000 budget we are
now considering will build upon these
successes. Our budget is based on three
principles:

1. Devote the entire Social Security
surplus ($768 billion over 5 years) to
debt reduction, thus saving it for So-
cial Security reform,

2. Maintain the fiscal discipline of
the 1997 Bipartisan Balanced Budget
Agreement by sticking to the discre-
tionary spending caps, and

3. Return the ‘‘rest of government”
surplus ($144 billion over 5 years) to
working Americans in tax cuts.

Mr. President, our budget is radically
different from the one proposed last
month by President Clinton.

In his 1998 State of the Union ad-
dress, the President said, ‘‘Tonight I

S3399

propose that we reserve 100 percent of
the surplus, that is every penny of any
surplus, until we have taken all the
necessary measures to strengthen the
Social Security system for the 21st
century.”

However, according to CBO, the
President’s budget spends $58 billion of
the Social Security surplus this year,
and $253 billion over the next five
years. Even if you ‘‘credit’’ the Presi-
dent’s proposal to purchase equities for
the Social Security trust fund, he still
spends $40 billion of the Social Secu-
rity surplus this year, and $158 billion
over the next five years.

President Clinton’s proposal to save
Social Security by ‘‘devoting’ 62 per-
cent of the budget surplus to it is a
scam. The President would deposit $446
billion in IOU’s into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, on top of the $768 bil-
lion that would be deposited there any-
way. White House officials admit the
President’s plan does not extend by one
day the year (2013) when Social Secu-
rity benefits will begin to exceed pay-
roll taxes.

Additionally, the President’s budget
includes a Medicare scam based on the
same faulty logic as the Social Secu-
rity scam. The President would trans-
fer $123 billion of the surplus to the
Medicare trust fund over the next five
years. Again, the practical effect of
this transfer is nothing more than
more I0U’s in the trust fund. And the
Medicare prescription drug benefit, a
huge applause line in the State of the
Union, is nowhere to be found in the
budget.

Other new programs touted in the
President’s State of the Union address,
such as the promise for Universal Sav-
ings Accounts, are also nowhere to be
found in his budget. The Secretary of
the Treasury has said that the USA ac-
counts are a tax cut, but it is becoming
clear that the program will involve a
progressive, refundable income tax
credit totaling $96 billion over 5 years,
$272 billion over 10 years. This massive
welfare expansion will nearly double
what we will already spend on the EIC
program, $139 billion over 5 years, and
$293 billion over 10 years. Secretary
Rubin has also hinted that USA ac-
counts will likely be limited to persons
without employer-provided pension
programs, and that anyone making
over $100,000 will not be able to partici-
pate.

Further, despite claims of ‘‘enormous
debt reduction’”, CBO says the debt
held by the public will be $432 billion
higher under the Clinton plan after five
years than under current law. Gross
public debt will be $973 billion higher.

The President’s budget also breaks
the discretionary spending caps by $33
billion in fiscal year 2000, and $434 bil-
lion over five years.

Finally, despite an estimated $20 tril-
lion in tax revenues over the next 10
years, the President’s budget contains
no tax cut. In fact, the President’s
budget includes a gross tax increase of
$1656 billion over ten years, and a net
tax increase of $89 billion.
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I would like to
RECORD a couple of tables and a chart Chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
which compares the Republican budget mittee, Senator DOMENICI, and his staff

with President Clinton’s budget. for their fine work in developing this
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include for the Mr.

President,

I congratulate the

COMPARING BUDGETS—GOP ‘vs’ CLINTON

March 25, 1999

budget. I think it sets us on the right
path to reduce the debt, cut taxes, and
reform Social Security and Medicare.

Issue

GOP

Clinton

Bottom line

Social Security .

The GOP budget dedicates the entire $1.8 trillion Social Security
surplus to debt reduction, saving it for our nation’s elderly.

The Clinton budget spends $58 billion of the Social Security sur-
plus this year, and $253 billion over the next five years.

Even if the Social Security trust fund is “credited” for proposed
equity purchases, the Clinton budget still spends $40 billion of
the Social Security surplus this year, and $158 billion over the
next five years.

Neither the GOP budget, nor the Clinton budget, change the fact
that Social Security benefits exceed taxes in the year 2013.

However, the GOP budget saves more of the Social Security sur-
plus so it will be available for real reform.

Medicare ........oooovemrveererrrinnns The GOP budget assumes no reductions in Medicare spending. The Clinton budget includes $20.2 billion in provider cuts over ten  Neither the GOP budget, nor the Clinton budget, change the fact
The GOP budget establishes a procedure for considering a pre- years. that Medicare is currently running a cash deficit which will
scription drug benefit for seniors if it is part of a REAL Medi- The Clinton budget does not provide for a prescription drug ben- bankrupt the program by 2008.
care reform package. efit. However, the GOP budget would allow real, bipartisan Medicare re-
form to be considered.
L G The GOP budget cuts taxes by $142 billion over five years, $778 The Clinton budget increases taxes by $49 billion over five years, Despite $20 trillion in tax revenues and $2.6 trillion in budget
billion over ten years. $89 billion over ten years. surpluses over the next ten years, the Clinton budget RAISES
taxes.
Public Debt .....ovvrerrierrriinnns The GOP budget reduces the debt held by the public by $1.767 The Clinton budget reduces debt held by the public by $1.305 tril-  The GOP budget reduces debt held by the public $463 billion more
trillion over ten years. lion over ten years. than the Clinton budget.
Education ....ooeeveeerveeerrrirs The GOP budget increases Elementary & Secondary Education by The Clinton budget increases Elementary & Secondary Education Over the next five years, the GOP budget provides $27.5 billion
$7.3 billion over last year. by $4 billion over last year, $3.3 billion less than the GOP more for education than Clinton and gives local schools the
The GOP budget provides this increased funding under the as- budget. flexibility to determine where they want to spend the money.
sumption that ESEA reauthorization will provide greater flexi- The Clinton budget requires increased funding to be spent on fed-
bility to state & local governments. erally-mandated priorities like 100,000 federal teachers.
DEfENSE w.ovveveeererrreeierriis The GOP budget increases defense by $18.1 billion over last year, The Clinton budget increases defense by $9.8 billion over last The GOP budget provides $8.3 billion more for defense than the

Spending Caps

Total Spending

excluding FY99 emergencies.

Compared to FY 99 funding levels including emergencies, the GOP
budget provides a $9.9 billion increase.

The GOP budget plies with the discretionary
FY 2000, 2001, and 2002.

"

caps for

The GOP budget spends $9.165 trillion over the next five years,
$19.918 trillion over the next ten years, with an average growth
rate of 3%.

year, excluding FY99 emergencies.

Compared to FY99 funding levels including emergencies, the Clin-
ton budget provides a $1.6 billion increase.

The Clinton budget exceeds the discretionary spending caps by
%gobillion in budget authority and $30 biilion in outlays in FY

The Clinton budget spends $9.533 trillion over the next five years,
$20.99 trillion over the next ten years, with an average growth
rate of 3.8%

Clinton budget.

In 1997, every Senator except for Wellstone & Bumpers voted for
the discretionary spending caps.

If the President's appropriations proposals were enacted, they
would result in an 8% sequester of all appropriations accounts.

The Clinton budget uses the Social Security surplus and a tax hike
to grow government.

HOW PRESIDENT CLINTON SPENDS THE SOCIAL SECURITY SURPLUS CBO ESTIMATES

[In billions of dollars]

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2000-2004
Unified budget surplus 133 156 212 213 239 952
Social Security surplus 137 145 153 162 171 767
Rest of Government surplus (5 11 59 51 68 184
CBO re-estimate of President’s tax/spending proposal (20) (7) (14) (17) (15) (73)
Additional discretionary i 0 (26) (41) (36) (34) (137)
Purchase of stock by Social Security (18) (15) (19) (19) (23) (93)
USA accounts (14) (16) (22) (21) (24) (96)
Net interest 1) 3) (6) (11) (15) (36)
Clinton ding proposal (53) (67) (102) (104) (111) (436)
Social Security surplus spent (58) (56) (43) (53) (43) (253)
Social Security surplus spent if you credit Social Security equity p (40) (41) (24) (34) (20) (158)
General fund transfer to Social Secrurity 85 70 92 90 109 445
General fund transfer to Medicare 18 20 28 27 30 123
Transfers which don’t change the surplus 103 90 120 117 139 568
CLINTON TAX PROPOSALS CLINTON TAX PROPOSALS—Continued CLINTON TAX PROPOSALS—Continued
[In billions of dollars] [In billions of dollars] [In billions of dollars]
2000 2000-2004  2000-2009 2000 2000-2004  2000-2009 2000 2000-2004  2000-2009
Long term care tax credit ........... (59) (5,971) (14,939)  Other targeted tax cuts ................ (1,324) (6,911) (10,772)  Start up & organizational expendi-
[S)er[])enldem cthlldt_car(te tax credltt (244) (5,414) (12,447) RUFES oo an 534 2414
chool construction tax-exemp Total targeted t: ts ... 3,815 29,935, 74,995, ign oi ion in-
bods @) 300) 843 otal targeted tax cuts (3,815) (29,935) (74,995) Force:]gmneoll & gas extraction in - Loo1 2172
ng'ﬁ?wm% tha;ugirﬁgltta} credit ??g; (1(83111; (g%%; Tobacco tax increase 8,352 36,448 69,888 Installment method accounting re-
Electric vehicle tax credit ... 0 6756) (5'453) Sales source rule .. 908 8,771 21,433 peal . 562 1,989 2,172
Better America tax-exempt bonds ®) (487) (2.160)  Superfund taxes ... 1,641 6,828 14,002 Other tax increases 1,039 8,531 19,749
R&D tax Credit ...ooevoevrerrcrrrn (967) (2,060) (2,080)  DAC tax on insurance products . 294 3,730 9,480
Simplified small business pension Airport and airway user taxes ... 1,122 5314 8,009 Total tax increases ........... 14,908 79,921 165,003
plans . (18) (688) (1,901)  Non-business valuation discounts 246 2,365 5,901
AMT relief through 2000 (979) (1,721) (1,721)  COLI modifications ... 230 1,803 4,365 ;
New Markets tax credit 0 (465 (1593) Corporate tax shelters 150 1350 2850 Net tax increase .. 11,093 49,369 89,593
Disabled workers tax credit .. (18) (611) (1,544) 0l spill liability trust fund 247 1,258 2,572
HOW PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASES THE DEBT
[In billions of dollars]
Debt held by the public 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 lélghga_ﬂzg[l]ébg
Clinton Budget 3,630 3,565 3,491 3,396 3,302 3,189 3,055 2,891 2,710 2,522 2,324 (1,306)
Senate Budget Resolution 3,628 3,510 3,378 3,237 3,088 2,926 2,743 2,544 2,329 2,100 1,861 (1,767)
Higher debt due to Clinton policies 2 55 113 159 214 263 312 347 381 422 463
Debt subject to limit 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Change
1999-2000
Clinton Budget 5,546 5,779 6,000 6,243 6,498 6,765 7,043 7,338 7,661 8,019 8,406 2,860
Senate Budget Resolution 5,545 5,651 5,739 5,792 5,832 5,833 5,804 5,713 5,579 5,406 5,185 (360)
Higher debt due to Clinton policies 1 128 261 451 666 932 1,239 1,625 2,082 2,613 3221 s
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AMENDMENT NO. 145

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, some
people have mischaracterized the vote
yesterday in favor of an amendment by
the distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. ASHCROFT) as a vote against
the President’s plan for investing a
portion of the Social Security surplus
in private equities. Such investments
have been proposed by the President
and many others as a way to boost the
return on investment of the Social Se-
curity trust fund’s reserves. Clearly,
the amendment did not reflect the
President’s plan.

Democrats and Republicans alike are
opposed to direct investment by the
federal government in private financial
markets. That is why the President
and other proponents of diversifying
the investment of the trust fund have
suggested that firewalls be constructed
to insulate such investments from di-
rect government control, or any inter-
ference by the federal government.

As the Administration has made
clear, such investments would be made
by private-sector professional fund
managers, overseen by a board with the
independence of the Federal Reserve
Board. The members of the board
would not be able to pick and choose
which stocks or industries to invest in,
nor exercise the voting rights associ-
ated with those shares. Instead, invest-
ments would be limited by law to stock
index funds broadly representative of
the entire market.

Many Senators, including me, drew a
very significant distinction between
the government investment and invest-
ment by non-governmental entity on
behalf of the Social Security Adminis-
tration. There’s a big difference. Demo-
crats and Republicans agreed that we
cannot support direct government in-
vestment. But many of us believe we
should have professional managers
oversee a certain portion of the port-
folio, which is something altogether
different. This senator supports that
idea, and many senators wanted to
leave that option open so we could re-
visit it later on.

The vote on the Ashcroft amendment
was not a vote on the President’s plan.
I look forward to full consideration and
debate of responsible proposals for in-
vesting a portion of the surplus in equi-
ties in order to increase the earnings
on the reserves of the Social Security
trust fund.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
budget resolution before us today pro-
vides the first major increase in de-
fense spending since 1985.

And I voted for it. I support the in-
crease for National defense. In the
past, I have opposed increases in the
defense budget. Now, I don’t. My col-
leagues must be wondering why. My
colleagues may be thinking that the
Senator from Iowa has flip-flopped on
defense.

I would like to explain my position.

I support this year’s defense increase
for one reason and one reason only.

The Budget Committee is calling for
financial management reforms at the
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Department of Defense (DOD). The
committee is telling DOD to bring its
accounting practices up to accepted
standards, SO it can produce
“‘auditable” financial statements with-
in two years.

In a nutshell, the Committee is tell-
ing DOD to do what DOD is already re-
quired to do under the law.

If those words were not in the Com-
mittee report, I would be standing here
with an amendment in my hand to cut
the DOD budget.

Fortunately, that’s not necessary.

I would like to thank my friend from
New Mexico, Senator DOMENICI—the
Committee Chairman—for  placing
those important words in the report.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the language entitled
“The Need for DOD Financial Re-
forms” printed in the RECORD. It ap-
pears on pages 25 to 29 of the report.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

A. SPENDING BY FUNCTION
Function 050: National Defense
FUNCTION SUMMARY

® Approve modifications to existing DoD
financial management programs and policies
to redress the failure of the Defense Depart-
ment, as noted by GAO,! to meet the goals of
the Chief Financial Officers Act and, there-
by, to produce auditable financial state-
ments for each military service and major
DoD component by the year 2000. The Com-
mittee’s concerns regarding this important
issue are stated at greater length at the end
of the description of this budget function.
The need for DoD financial reforms

The Committee is concerned about the
longstanding breakdown of discipline in fi-
nancial management at the Department of
Defense. Reports by the DoD Inspector Gen-
eral and General Accounting Office consist-
ently show that DoD’s financial accounts
and inventories are vulnerable to theft and
abuse. These vulnerabilities persist for two
reasons: (1) internal controls are weak or
nonexistent; and (2) financial transactions
are not accurately recorded in the books of
account—as they occur. While some progress
has been made to improve the financial ac-
counting systems within DoD, it remains a
fact that DoD does not observe the age-old
principles of separation of duties and double-
entry bookkeeping, and attempts to make
critical bookkeeping entries weeks, months,
and even years after the fact. These unpro-
fessional practices have produced billions of
dollars of unreconciled financial
mismatches, leaving the department’s books
of account inaccurate and unreliable.

The Committee believes that these defi-
ciencies must be corrected.

Under the Government Management Re-
form Act (GMRA) of 1994, which expanded
the Chief Financial Officers (CFO) Act of
1990, the DoD Inspector General is required
to audit DoD’s financial statements, and the
General Accounting Office is required to
audit the government’s consolidated finan-
cial statements. This is done annually. Un-
fortunately, each year the DoD audit agen-
cies issue a disclaimer of opinion. In lay-
man’s terms, this means they could not

I'See High Risk Series: An Update, U.S. General

Accounting Office, GAO/HR-99-1, January 1999, pp.
82-94, and Major Management Challenges and Pro-
gram Risks: Department of Defense, U.S. General
Accounting Office, GAO/OGC-99-5, January, 1999.
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audit the books. And there is nothing on the
drawing board to suggest that a ‘‘clean”
audit opinion is feasible in the foreseeable
future. DoD has lost control of the money at
the transaction level. With no control at the
transaction level, it is physically impossible
to roll up all the numbers into a top-line fi-
nancial statement that can stand up to audit
scrutiny. The numbers do not add up. DoD
resorts to ‘‘unsupported adjustments’” and
multi-billion dollar ‘‘plug’ figures to force
the books into balance. The IG and GAO re-
ject these practices as unacceptable.

Even though DoD’s efforts to prepare an
auditable financial statement have been un-
successful so far, the Committee believes
that the annual CFO audits constitute a very
authoritative and independent assessment of
the department’s financial management pro-
cedures. They function like a critical indi-
cator or barometer. They help to pinpoint
the underlying weaknesses in DoD’s book-
keeping procedures. The Committee believes
that DoD must move in a decisive way to
correct these problems. So long as DoD con-
tinues to ignore them, the vast audit effort
dedicated to the financial statements will
continue to result in disclaimers of op